


Institutional Archive of the Naval Postgraduate School 


Calhoun: The NPS Institutional Archive 
DSpace Repository 


Theses and Dissertations 1. Thesis and Dissertation Collection, all items 


1987 


The Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense 
Act of 1986: genesis and postscript. 


Seeley, Mark T. 


http://ndl.handle.net/10945/22272 


Downloaded from NPS Archive: Calhoun 


| Calhoun is the Naval Postgraduate School's public access digital repository for 
D U DLEY research materials and institutional publications created by the NPS community. 
sa Calhoun is named for Professor of Mathematics Guy K. Calhoun, NPS'‘s first 
KNOX appointed — and published — scholarly author. 


LIBRARY Dudley Knox Library / Naval Postgraduate School 
411 Dyer Road / 1 University Circle 
Monterey, California USA 93943 





http://www.nps.edu/library 


L 
® 7 
ry 
's 
AJ 
e 
A 
. 
Ld 
6 
2 
A 
CJ 
a * 
id Cy 
a _ 
Ss 
& 
n 
Sd 
« 
Ae 
Se A 
ny i eo 
~ © 
* 
J 
A 
. ° 
® 
« 
& 
SY 
C ° 
ny 
rd 
ny 
. 
. 
a 
° 
° 
¢ 
a7 
e r 
. 8 
Cd ro . 
rd ry 
« a 
. 
or 
. 
cd 
« 
a 
« 
' 
® 
ny 
o 
© 
* 
* 
e 
.-f 
* 
. 
° 
7 
ny 
s 
. 
o * 
s 
rf 
Co 
s « 
. 
° 
r 
? ° rd 
a Cd 
r 
Ms - 
s ra 
o- € 
. 
e 
a) 
Oy 
r 
a 
Pd 
€ 
e 
ny 
y 
e 
e 
ny 
e 
° ( tasais 
F. 
° 
s 
ee 
a 
& 
e 
. 
F 
cd - 
Fo e 
vr 
Ld Ca * 
Cg 
? 
a 
J 
CA 
. 
e 
s 
Cd 


rd 






bt 

PTT ee a» ain itl De ed ~ 
Pry MOTE ty Sih Adee de ies LY 

ETT lie L. dk aiid telnet PUT Pe de denned 

PPPS. TL Ty YM bd il a Ee he We ed hed 

Pr ak ee LL el PU ee dete 

PTT CE er ea Oe ee he 

< OP PL i died ee a a de 

Any g Cette. egy OF FTA P A 


Rw parece By 
fe Ce Ae ek 2 he ie beeen 


week 8 PS bees 
@. «4-90 So ee: - ye 
s Orr ed — a 
De nk oleh hee 
on Lente 
ee ates 
Cn ae rte tate 















| | oh ES tad =)” 
ne 


en he See Cbd) 
. 2 
+ Lea 
. Ph 
Pee wr Oe 0 Ps La | 
eer) ee, ee 






















™ 
4 ide Pe eet eee 
Pere en 2 TNT ee kas 
Werte ce re Le ee 
Pw ryt ee) ee ce eed 
rere cr ee he nee 
yeti) 27 eee ad iy ne OF 


L Coe | 

a v's ee 

i Pay s>° JL! 

bs a od ra i 

: Pe 8 @r1 . ta ol “a 
S ' ae PA. Pe Cyn ek Leer tee ee 

€ ‘2a ® » . ae ° re | Cn 

E re a ee, Sh Pat Le oa TE de YO eae 

® pe® a won't 8% a PS ee A ee Ce adh ie 

* F Cer er ek POPPE TE TY SY T0 tat ina ae a 

a ae | mcee 8B * sense Oe Ot teed 

a Weer Lt POCTy ah eee 

aera ee weer ee . AU Ye sth lead 

Pr eee Va a on i ah a) Per ert er) ™ PP ee Pe Ty 

PPE yee ee ee . Comnast 472 SVG, O:N098. & ORMAE 

ron ed Oy Oa Pye et ee 

Peer’ Pre Te Po to ad 

POST SE ye Te le Miler 

OTN Ys wee ke ee cel Pe 

rT he th te hs 

CURT oe ot pial he Abend 

PPT Td th EE Pl ian Belin Rerhtedee 

PORT Wee ee 

ee 

ere ey ad 

e 

abs 

et Pad 






Ce) ed ze 










Ce er. id ry 
ee eed | B Ci 
© a AAdeAetensoy ree 

































Pe Tt tes 
PA ee dd yee 
’ Pe ee et oD te a ee 
Pa LY ht cl ade PT abel 
POP ee ee eT edt 
rit tet Ae Poy ee ee ee Be DT 
Ponta Ti ko Ti, Wiehe dal lid Pe Lhe eed 
Pe oY 0  bekel ae a a ale 
PT i dal PO lie eee Cee 
a a ene 




























































o 
Ly s a a 
. Fy Pm a ad + 6s a eS s 
® D ‘oe Peer ee ue 

® + CP, We en Se ‘ 
' TY a @eetet 
eo 

































i teens ee ned 
Ce) Ot 
Po ee ed 
Py ee Oe oe 
Breer Pee Ty ot Pe 
me we 


ry ® Ld ry Ly be 
ry at y a a oe | oe 7 ee) O r rT 
a eet 8 
ae 6 Sree 
“08 Li 
* eve a a 
ey ba] ema 4 ad 
a J aoe mst oe ee) n Pa ee a ee a 
CY o ® a A re We er Cee tee 
. % a | we Tes LT A) he re eee OM Ras tee moe! 
F id egoy vive ies POP tr, mr se a hat a 
Se he ee | Miary eda? Rie Tere reo ry 
at ee aretha tre 


Cn ee ® 
TT a ee 
ee ty -0,% & Me Pee wo eg 
vat Oe et LL) 
oe bh] ’ ee ee oT) 
Pas Weer eat eh) Ok oo 
re Me tek Tt . 

Ae Py Te Let 
so loge mete 
Pe Oe ee 
Ya Gee Oe de PASO -BUHS 
Pet See 
‘ a id 








a0 Lt od 
PP id 
PST ee mide, be 
PPP LE I iin cee Mehrdad a 
OTe tre ee eR a ea 
Da nd Maas ak dadcior-eetieadiie 
O. Ries oe tegeors branes: BUF ee. 
Per erul ty Wee ay Gs hehe Ulead 
Prery Pope tly ok ed 
Ber We ee A Lo en tad) 
Ott PRT RTA Th ns a he 
Ce i a” 








x rh 
a Ee Le) held 
ROtr ee ee 


Pye es es 
ketal pre ee ne] 
Peers eh pee eee Tr ts hee baie ble 

aed 190F ote NT on ee PTR ee ele he Molded 
rt EE hh cied Oe Lp edisaeeyataeoaper 
Oe age. Amt cede Gem. ne 


m maQleses Feo anti 





















Pan! 
aa 
Cee eho 








































7 eee Chk 
cs “8s a & 6 & eel eret 
en) Wr Wee ir) wt a 

Fae Oo | 





ead Pre Th Fe Abeteadeene tigen 
Pee ie Th de een 
J pe LT lel 





Cree Sa tk Crd 
at wR be & 101k MBAtTe 

a. een te bee d Cn 
er en tn a 
ere ee oe ee) 
Prerr rane Yr Tie Ord en ee BT oe 


to o ry 8 fe ous ‘- Yn 2% 
= ° ry r « ns an ee eo te ee a 
Lf ‘ 1 eo \ Ane ss a 
° ee 19 
tines a ho ti me Cee Tt 
. LP. ee a A ee 

43 . an. eed 

ie tee Ln! Ci 
°? ad i 7) bd td fa 7 
. 4 ee ee oe ee 
td : ore o Ca 

















FE he le behnlelemeidataind 
ye rere rt eh 
er Lt rl 
ateeteine Cee tet hot Deedee 
ee Re ad 
ee ee hae ok 
pe eee on 
PA Pee ee Sete Ls hebeatiaced Cd 
fa espe Os eae PL bade 
Ce a tL iste 
pid ter te eee OP Ph 
RR eT indeed oa4e ante 
phe at aS een PT te aed Seabed 
git Pee Mo 
ese ot he bow, 









re Pee 
Ve 













PP 
AY Unb aus beg tas eve 
a Wreath Ce oR 

Peete Th a ae 
Pp rerri ity: Tey bd 
eerie ce kt eed) 















reo Ye? 
EN ee 


Pe ths ee F ao 
Ti Le eA ra * 


PP Ye Le Leokes mug & Oe B08 
PPR oh, hd hs crn 
e eo Ca 











p i ue Raen 
iL Ce Le) oe oe 
a ed J Ta ae! 
A ery rT ye ae ee 
r ots °% Pa Ye, Ws Te 
i » » a he Wie 
ry os 8 ae Peery ree, Wen tas ey hes 
Pa |) er Sa ac gre 
s fee 8 
OT of ed Pe nd 
vi oa) J Perea 1 OY 
7) * en ae Ys 
(a ar > et! 00 ; P 
LY 
tL he Pt 
eS eee hd 
Pore ary se tt OO ad ple Ret hE S Qh 
MU a ORL lool 
Tuy ee fe E 
10 Sa tem” 
. dled 
hey ote § 
a] ry Hi 





ie oe The 7 
Atee pat TS 
PPO ee ol be RRL 

Ca othe aot 
Pee Lt eee hd 
eT a ae ae 





















































Pe 
4 I eat 

7 ee ee 
Sh he 





































Pee eS ee | 
YU ae a 
P) oe nw | 








5 
PL ie oe 
Se td ee 
% & Rn sae Py 
80 dforensse dafiewe 
a a et ed 
re Tee 


a 




























i a hd 
a Se or) 
Ps WAC le ald 
lela 3 

: ad t@ 1p 0% 8 
ce (8) coh & Meee 
or TT ih es PD Leanne 
ee ee 











p 
On ee 
ig pentabstea, wide tore 
et kee] ie den 
et ee (eee enn 
Hs SR PET et leaden = 
aera Rearend 
Td ee ee ie ices ee to ae ee 

Wl Bieta 4 


CeO <1 
Pr ee TT 
e' +. 0 

P| ef ‘tie one 
se fm 1% sun 
ee Se i ee 2 


te 









Cn ad 













. 

2 4&0 SS aes 
pW pZerege ate’? 
Aa 














te @ 
ee te Pets 
en aga sae seach isa fre ‘e 
Ps hs hand 
Farle a) rath 
A gte shag rere ris 
oy re AY berg A) Béeohi 
Recs eee Ce Ls See eal 
Te et thn | er hae 
ee Pa a toe 
ee Seer eee Pes ee 
Lb we eat Ph Tro kg ah 
Pte tn Hibebed at oT 










alr 
a 
Cd 
é 
« 
Crd 


e 

ce eee ee 
Pater TE ta 
Aer ed oe 
ee es eh ete toe 
PO Demne ee one Pt OT Cee ee 
ese raves ade4' oy ee 
Pod eS al ra 
. SS ie 
ee ae 


rer tie ecrcrs sy 
ek 




















Pe et el 
Yh TAY 















a ' 
tse ERT 





* r : 
ny es 
Ue ee i vi Se a 
s 




































Leet tw r 
“ae oh th 
OF Pr 

+ heed 


s 









Perri oe oh ee 
Pate be A ea CST te 
+ 


shit tue ea oA 
. Lot tole 































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































i 
* ' 
ees Cm] 
= 
ee ee ee Sh ee Se - 
wie dion we te Pts ed ja. 3 
Ce ee fe ed pe 
Pa a tnt Le es 
a aft ‘ 
Lr Ae a ee ee heh 
Se SET Te ot Lae Pp iat he 
Pat Gy Se he lk dle alee a eel die 
® < 
a 
a 
OD eet 3 
tka ale f Ai%eS: ry 
Pee Nee rar aah side 
Ps nO ae oR yews a bs 
eee lt eke at 
Pe ad PT ites | ie? ad oe 
cS ten 
rt 
Pr 
J 
oy 
il 
« Ey 
oe 
® ry 4 
ride tho 
ar ony - 
° 5 ropa? i b 
5 a 5 -_ °* ar by 5 “wires Fo Bit ae 5 ad ee eo i 
CY ae La Bd eS ec meorrn © ace ere FAT fo AGE ce Ln ee beheld wale 
. Ld ba ’ A Ay! a) ad mr Per Lee c 8, 5 sa ae 
) bd 4 i ee PN UN ee See LS HT has Ce aad 3 ty 
2 6 * Pa ry vw Sg = oss Cn | en 2 Pa re wate #& 
7s a , Ly lee hy Le oe | CF Wt ¢ 2° 4, Cee? ie 
Od id e . oy * ve eo" A Le at & em et ae q ‘ 
Fi ° id 2 LP ae oe oe Pi ete 
* | ‘ bs ry a ad a en rd . 24 PP 
. e id > Ot ea | 
e reas a ‘ 7 7 ae ad 
fs be gh O 
s,? A . s al Pe ee 
7 7 : PPT wae Th) Laan inde e 
rad ad arr Pat had 2 PTT dl als 
a = f. 8 
; F ae oe, Crew tar wee wm St 
« Ld e ys St oe Pi uf pa ans 
s 8 s omweerp s eo Ci ree ne ae ere te ti pee 
« ? ee aee.ger® ee er ds aed 
s Ld . we genle# ogre As tty or "22.7% 
e e ba S¢ a a ead tes I aka id 
Para ee Oe PM Te ied Ae ek al a a Me ol ee ete (a5 ae 
° * e e Pe 3 1 ~ Ff f Fa PPT ts th eae lel id wr ek et ot tad seth So ioe A Pf : 4 
e a aed * be a bas eS) rd PLP ee sd ae i ee A oe Cae vat. ga ia E ne pone pie a 
ad dl | eal eter L a rd ot at all ot 4 <4 rt f 5 * . 
ele Pee te a a ‘ fd es Oe ri cea te Fre Spey rissesge (ere Bape ROLE IL GT? HOOF SE BOR 
s aan | er re ae a ae ne te" s t fa estem an head e hl ni stdie 
f * os Py mr pecs is Se ne! cdebdadintatont eh coms sore ee ae eee Ae PT ok al P 
s pee = ye eet ee eT ata ta. rat hl eee Pd eel DS atick cilia ks Sight 
® 4 7 Por 11 ae, edie hdd ee ee Nad ed ck det tte el Side eh hye. ere: 
- - D4 2 Ca ot ola et peered es tt GEOL ONIN Fis aie hat 6 tee ote 
ca e Ld - cd oe ry me pe Paola od wary wre ected 4 tot bd fete ein a did eis Pak ie 3 
° re Pr aa Re Pe tae es eee 
a co ra) er ears Le raienlgth toon kA GeO EERS G ele 
L od i Cd PE 2 U kod el od ee pang ea at Taal ie 
ete ' s ee d 7 My LJ seontter er Fd taal tel a a 
‘ i | r) Pe et oe a Pe ae el lad ial Coed) by phan pe eae 
© oa) s hs Pr r e e s s ia Pie eo PY ds fda Se ames sayt ere tecnamrane FL 
e od a a a Ar oe ome OF fe OT del ote Chee bi Sian i Dini tc ag 
e , a) CJ ey s Pa a ' mop ec sr t Sets we Ue. L, ’ altel wage aera es Be OE tl tol Ne oie ie eget a ati pie: 
° Pe Ce me 5 oe ogy I PP a eg Pye: hh fes Sane PT ia eee meg, ee ae LT ee et bi ddd ae ee ase 
? er oo Py rh er) steed) ome lee ates Oe hae eed POP oe NB adh edhe fellas tld ded be OO toad a POT eT edd iat he Sedebenh Soe da PN dad ee tee ee | Jarre 
E ° D ra ro ey ae cot, me ere eget ee eer rete tale ay atl 5 ee poet ergs sree ee eee ee ore ytsretat re “et Pp RDO NT a nal et augloeae pe me L I e 
? rma ri i . as . gree ove we rerhy 28tes . pd Ne eee tka di iad te ts ne Soe, 2988 COM JPL NS Crag: FER © MOTE” a Te Oe aii aungan 
£ . . ve A Pr . rode 3: may ere err rd wee grein iter oh gt 98 TET PPT Th tel al abies aad ee ee es 
ye | J td Ca e a v7 Pa) s ee ee eye ote eee 8 pte orreet SF ah Cpe teas. ian Tope read aire hag a te inet pr ond! ones 
oo ® we a a CeO R= FS te Pa Al oe head 2 Oy ahd adhal akan panel Oe all alt es ale OT Le ihegh ie tet aoc Cate 2 Yat St igs poe aie 
« ad o = e 5 Ff ONE St aid bd) pike trem eget a TE Aiea dl deh th i stad wale pend eat gota a ded iT al ealad free motieet ye Ce ete eee te eee Shits: x1 
P , rio r- en TT Adel canna Fe tae the we bl so ele ak Mamet EA Pe rT 2h ha natty 
a * 7 ve . r I Mn head Per ot te Ld arg~ gist es Oy A el ele alles vy arses ese lat ec heehee regs sone yresgey Sd ad Oe Pe a Tl el, tach hema 
3 Ys a Pe) . wet abet eysere m no Pada Vx ud adalah Fe it tke Mintel Ak ote Cdl as tthe hall od TO eater od 5 5 ae oe ad eet ie ied 
s? é oe ad * pms o ear eras PO 1k ice dt tel Pt make A Ce Teds Lakai Pe PP ol ah Ake e reve gfe re: ee CN Tt ok al 0 od be ok nael el a et Sapir Be 
a D ere ae Pree Coa) ea YT pedal ath that abies Aik Pipperwe® 1969 TSO Pt  callsieditiedaiattia Lh dd ta! biel ad Gol cs fa Lace ah Ut ot ceed baheiatal pS heiammiethe 
a ad Pa aa i a Pa ald gopnetne ae 0 r Fa dat detail Aor seer ecen Mm Makes Oe 2 aid Yd pat ed wir we venga at am  HIGT ER MY 7 Orn 
™ . mat Aang me et OPT. all a! pallial Rape Se TT thet eiidaiatd [Pl ab al of biieeh Sel adh ge P eee pee VENOM SUING: OM ong s SE ee cage ah sie 
Pi) ry Py eee. PR a) a od ok dial to Pati, Wi as ie oy ens Oe ee et Ld OE hal of reve sresn eure’ sU gt mye ore te’! aa] asthe 5 eaaeates wWogacm pe fone OO Bit dati 
Pr a > Pony ard res med ey De ee rim etm nd ak nl didi ha he Hy incmhdabeh ge gicaiiglibaltzed Pad le mares gp aang eg: 888 Hem ry a eel eels 
eerete PN A a I tt OI 2 Niel Li hl go” OS ere tee ae LL Re ed Fe ehh tale TE Sty OE OLS Lennie Lok. by saphena Sal ot Alt ted th pod ph dente pecan = babes ears ~ 
Ce rh 3 ts ny on ete I at oth bie FoR ee ahs decane weaheiiaes A I cpap Stee De a che eed Feed some) ey po eyeen ee ere : oeieat alle 
D PR A a dl oe a a 2 et se iprae or] Pa COT Tee al eh ee ne Pf er Es Mande a It ac, spigot tes oT iad -aiateeiean Ente onset 
- P bee ais are tere. a) P loch pa ne a NT ay cna teemgangs in ages, eopwataes Reg mre era rene ae PTL Lal aaenta etait Th aie ad 
e a a aves 8 Cn Pe rn Wer” ee, SO i Pat ee a fal of 1 dL nd Aer ol as It Mina 0 Pee er ne ap otk: gtbnt cele dh etbigh totals ot 84 LY ot es tl ale Deere aahtmdit tdnnt ania 
' PI 2 Pay Pa Pree , PTT ee ded alk el ke * got? aye ee elk bldg Pane Bt TOE Td sh athe FO oS ol dette iia A ihe Cod Lt, bo ahs ‘esti ia por ret Ne aad eT a tegen 
: e Paemy Cw Wt dt ad Lt Pe seal ae Sad Li all i eee ene seat a gated tities i fal cikalitaiedl oF serie e chregre Sa aD ee NS at aae aah evel 
e? os Cr a ad ° p Cd Fi aad ph deh Lees aden seekak gait ens Fe eee pee ad Cal Ee bene type i eo dae ined dataadl ential seca 
iy a) ’ fo ae rd ed Pee) ant ad, bended rises awe Pet er aideda adele as yl bh deed Sh dee Dt Aabdd Fe ere Te dak hdl ate dahataheasinin ee ol oad 
« ¢ e,f tn ¢ fost Karate ee Pee Lak thal ell Bd ee he lead ie et es ant econ en Bah ta ee ae eT EP call wi 45 heh Se Leal ah entintehe gun 
® a+ yg Jee oa a fe pore so We Pal 2 Fn ie bl a eet oh I ee ee oe dd hh a getty” owe “ taal Oye td) hed shinee set ld Cie sb Raden ah pked othe papa ane ene tes dh eae dan ne 
° 9 geae ff cd w or 8 gtr os 1 TTT. atl tha ee Pe TE Sd hg eet eae PT cd nate dn sail ee PT Se ICO LT he ok eb ies ws Seah dati oles it 
2 Far. ae eee ee 2, reg 8 PW OM eeletat Pehl ad adech nie) TT ee ol oe ae | Ph sted BS TL nance tea ga eens peprtes Pa ey he el bi eal Fad hoes of inne etn 
a Pa SL de a ee saa 2a ead oA 8 Fp eT Lal ahd atte d ; oli Sih Sei Tee ne daentanas ep aan ae RE PTT ade etal teledameehe Pe ah dpleg oA SG Pe tesa A 
e anrdas e « Pe ak A adel weaexrae eet te te MVE apt gn sh a Ta ata eat ptf ie Cade Lk Del bend della hatte dk La att dt atl al LEP BOGOF ALE NO 
f FI nd cheheetettiall a Pe he atin el Pe leaked eee 10 PG PTT ah ad te ah a Pt al OT SS dod de alee tll PT a tot elds at teh ein notin’ 
® td eh od hdl ele RN LT i lial Cert i Pe hale id wet Fee al asm ee ® ee DL el ae ee gee ee 
a # Po td sels hie beet ted Sp dae pt PG a tad Mates SAPS E LL RE PP IEP EEL Pa al paper 
wey VWaree rem Pl at a did eae, Flr) Tr eckph-g shee polet apne APU ul CF Ae ed Prt et De ol ald ell TS os sale alate Sh oe ot 
° Fd a aa od . Pe PO TY ee cnet wp aetaee eg! ee wre yen OTe Pt el ade ae aed bel oa adel salah ea oe ee raat Poses. Scenes ipsa Tse 
¥ Ld Mes Joh den OK Ten ma) adie PLT sell Me elie oii) tating Set NT OTT idle Ped edt ds hed peo wer ae ad Fai te tee detail tila daha pene Pete eT rl a1 oi denlintiode . 
® Lf oy A iA a i ed PN co A if ee, ne all ey agin Sol ET Lain gts iirhr= He PTS adctarl tele ret ea ar Ra dal I tbh ale inte) Pr eT Tat aniiaiargiadl me og are 
° ed ad ’ re a ee ee OM Tek tT eine eatiatee 4 WEE oot a7 FM CUAVIVE TDS OC Bong Oe ® RII ay ed eas ite oth fenetae PS Lio) elated a Ae ea ae kd i ee og deeb ons etapa 
rn a) ~ Po a ger ee mr nine 8 ve 49 ea he bade ae Sek Aaa CT Dh all dol a dita Ne dete del teat 8 prego pero wt es a ht che cabee pretenses ii 
ed a ‘ i Ot a a a ht ddd ad ad a etl el eden ny OTe Dk ib juadliealat YT ts Lia al lead eae ee oe Pee te el ah ea le lel atid Re ae el ae 
° Pa 1 hed ial a Ne aT od diced Tl et od cele dal SR ee hak ile Saldate errr? ae had , ee? 
i 5 C7 * Sled aa) ny Sed a Ie be ta LF hk he a eT) ad a oe ek PPT kr Lh bh dalled Y she voce) Edel ati Need id os yopknseah ent setae gilt Sa Cth Edel alias At Sree he dal 
é P - Sn cadet on or epee neta Bee a abl Oe Aste ee egietatyg {lisgt oe aw Eh alee ah te teed spel nnd Ate FTO Le Se aaa lethal a 
ny 7 . rd 4 ae eee ete few Pe ee 1k a al a rime pp e Pe Te La pid , ae al phat clonic = ue ip fas sata hh 
0. ae PIT a dn at APPR gk ect fe Peek nee apnea at Prelate 
= Se Pree a eee yes es pate bade APSE TS pa aD ries * ade rel arpratu rong FET eeyS rs patente peewee WY SIE tJ gerne fi TT ert ehcp thi a DTA 
) e ti 2 r hy Pat ee od ee par APT To TL ee eae er a OT Cl asad aphid a0 ied Py Peet oot aed ds CARLA pot a ieee A ard ects ps omnes 
“ Py ary ° e, ‘ eer aaper er Pon pepratet phe: = iret peta Pe eT ok pit coe gh pet tialn OREGANO PIA OOF ao SP Tee a het 0 parapet ope perenne neon Cdn 
Py 2 Py er Se | a ae ae, to at as ee Pore a ot oe s BY tl od Be ds he bl aed et de ol ery ee pees ewes Oe vigas prises ee al ee iol sll gd ih ine PEELE Te at a tie ih Rocmapbal aeaiat 
’ ' ts. Sea ad Sea Ait ai on ad wigs ee 8 RE Tee rere ‘yr ar ee ye clink math eth ated ee ed et eld eet gt sate ee em pren" m spears oem sepa anes oS 
P D en) oar i Pores Pe V4 OO ot A IPs 3 RRO er ae ee kA taht tntie ead Pets he dda tt CT daaiahchaheeiepale nd sieliniiit Pr eT E| » ik dh hi eid oleae Sreclanteety 
an) oe aw Pr ee tT 1 | oven nn I tig trial ie ada Ped eh he dalled Pe eee es El deh Rn LT cnegueh heel he So nsehdee atotah FP 1k och etl battnamaamiiel 
ss ’ Ps 4 A Pa, Pe ke ee el POT oe hee ol td tied PTE ek Neh ddd on pie sta des: e Ct ath We dead tallied Pel te a OT ead biel de oh ded ove per nears gation irr 
: 1 Pr eT e A r 1 TP ate ere Pel al teal ad Pal A ey ih the lhaavie “ey eT POLLY el Reali tela atte insta hat adit Seliger pond ins 
« "e A . « re ° ~ , » oth y ret Pe Le) rere Te ot Le at Lh eh A ae CF a heads ak Ladle deat a Eat Eph ot pac eee, bs 
* we . 8 reve aaa e rp mw et ge Heater beter LL kab Pia ah dy ieaotiel fl Carb alae bd f Uses ie Foal cia goes pitts peed 
"= a ee tae CE RLM er Rent tri att gnc natn eee palpate AR at tng ertce 
CY 7 D S e * we ef art sane Ee a od aed 4 gh Wa a fake 
* . + Pi = ya er aa PP me tel ee il Pte edie ad 7 c PL ob PO tat ee ete 
. a : mr rh Nd - = i Nee po Fony be Pe ee Pee ed tr? reg tate? pers sarong err i apie net DT on a aarti oh ak rh deeb iat SI ee pelepiaay doh ait 
- r Cae sd ’ PT Seanad] had a a) PTW Bl ak bd einbalii rece a} ae” ee cep ore 190e Pt OOS ca apa ree re goperet * Lad Lei hip thd - 
« ee ~ Pry os weve Parra) ” FT ee a tee eh ah et ha Pet ik ahaa ply wg orrwre™ Caachi ality eel PT A es aan le ot pet F Boer facil 
a pO ao oo. a ee Po CTL Yaa Sul alt ted aa ep gore en ome eat EE ee spb deceit Ai ot pe NT TM het dahil lah tll nlite letiphel apie pte se pth athe 
te r y ad sta ese FF Pan] wert eh ed fe rot 9 ne ae MER iD Log ere tect Teta pe erate me Laid pager —Tecphpaegpnc lg 
gy Ce s ' a e . -@e% 7 J ud heal td os b . , 
. . de + geete ee A st Ua cag Pepsi AD pune ST oes pi DPE RO L Ree aed rc iat acths thet fra a ett epee hte Wel sen ru anyone oe 
bs ae e fe i i } ars a) ts a dd Pe Te YO De oe Tol el de ee oe tp x? rtlor a 1S 3% atrea it 3 Pratt Pe oc alt adhd inal eis Oow chat gt Fe Tre yee De PhS F odethtelll Fe age alll Lt sentinel al 
: Py weryie Pl iad of | PP leak ot be eh te id PT cb lel Laie Ponte each ata ence pe RR ie Ro ae apap bathe atte i Lcodnaliaate ~ 
. ‘ aR ar Nae OO A ol YJB OT et Bon diliad dale ta Mel eT ed adi did il ae i rye yi i boh we dah ALI i Laked Oe ery tinge is. abet 
r => ad PC ae eh a a ad nd de alla TTT a ala ol Si atid ar eeawiert ted ta all Ot Led adele € 5 peiahsubll Sed v ee i aiinemaatial 
, ; ou ° ° any tid r Cae ~ Bed git e ish a pee aie eine re LL Le a baht td ere eer “yueat Pee err te Le od ed gectoptyt # i, ag pelea 
. > Pah) 2 poner tS re aa Bala a ten petra pf we 18 ys Fret hla gh apteeenen eT Ta bel ttl ial Lag seal 4 
o 6 + ? : evyne im owey ° PSP a a) em La co Mt bh Ae Ae eee el “pg pret ee eer’ Sat de edhe Oh ah ok Pe ab idee ea tte’ - Ai titanate sheeting 
Py a pe ete a aed Wl Ae eT all eh alt bd ee ae lead ata tcbinatiettah SP aletatheth pectans Pua t ee eh we» eee, tiie phuaintcpagtinaton 
be : vo we Perret a ee Ek ee ee, bid F The i Aaa dd omeprpase ge at gee yess grr Ay ITE Weer ED Ped ot had ee taal oe OT or fans 5 machete nip ag a 
rf be : a MPT OYE CO dlc baht did eee A PLT ne Ne arte ee aad inna a OTD cath incites eed are ested tenon pd girl eepapeee= 
‘ . * a 8 p Poe ae del As Mala FIT Le dd Pri et ae 2s i od , a Ld geet wreetnee” Mech Se pa vctee ney a ahr Z U8 Ee BNET PNET RS wp es-ess: = beh neh eel cape 
. 1 Ope «tr aad Gyre eT ae adie ak Cn Taal daiedanitindtirghd to Psa ae cacti rie 
e a , - ") id oye a PO el eed Ld ahi ever aes one waders’ teres’ card Pe ee oy Linh ak stealth alii [pare pr Rid ee tle ypocaalamasaegatt 
i Py t ras Pt ‘ 2 Pr a Ms 2 ate A Mle eT i ell ode hd Ol el ed galelarna # eter Pond eS TSS helena tae thailand! preeyias eT ad 
® er bd ¥e Ce i Pe bl Aid Parry Da 28 a ad Side Tt TT or Th Like hi hf 4 Bef Clad Te cabcieled adil illite i ab mpo-np lagepheund dic do a Pe Ane Cth cmamgeet 
Pd r re ee ct Yr HET Tere Fw NeNS Ce wi wpe s ple wren ee se ee ed be, hia PT ae ae ied Legace Pe ph cdesh deplete pia ad b lhes Tedd ST ot adil ell i ie peenertafanOpe 
Pay Cd Oa) Pad Py Pa) Mra me LY | Laat oh hel ae ee ee ed ee bed port) st Lie ke de ST eee ht badd ae oiet4 PY Oy ye to rs ba dt deed Mite Pe od Be Lk tk betel de sd OT ten thin dnatiactrt 
B , ef ¢ F a" ave att ee elt ed Ld Pies ae ed, creer est TT te eee eal gree Soper? err pena TTL at huh opted aad Seach teehee ei has Ce ad staat 
D r , Pa ee ee : Pa ie et oad Pe Tn Nc Dee BL alt line ee Pere et is Bk Rel et pi setihe detent Pt ak eddie neil Ld Lhe Pa I Oe al TS oh ph bd tideit fis bd niet 2 pepe det dk gaaegnciindaint 
’ oe @ te (ie seb heaton ep eter este pas Fer a Pal eS a dele lhe hee epee TORE a Ne ciated dhe tinh el neent etait entails 
. ° 9 ° Par er ee) Pr i eee 2) ae a efe 6 Pot rere: i hee Dal ah idee Pie ee dd Pye al Eb dhe PPO Tene neta i lt atalah deeded eT a ei oe Bh ee ald Dee ee ean chit daketthatllentbeinae 
re on ¥ ry = PT ot 1 TE Al ph tte bZ Oe ad ie OTe me A blll PP d oho ee aaa erty ie winked werner err ae eat Bd TT hod te a pbetietnetpaipttnatiak nal et Tsk Lal et teh liaatateitdtad 
a 8 A - Pa 8 a ry pert wa Peresre Pere Mt Mee? cnt ak th a le Prd tit Ly Li ak ie okt oe did BPS ol a hl. Scndahetidltaei ital PP ee te Lod La ak all Pat Mt ee Ae ee OTe at belle able Ln ot Mhed oak ahrtsiientiainaeg 
P Sea ae: 2 js hy TP OIA Lan) Pope PPP WET atl sald a ee-te rete oT del halen ea at kaka Pe  pekerlt plete Sette ent 
Pn r . ac Pm of MP I ok Led Ae POD ida Lid Per ie ed Prat i Anco De dell bl dell a re Ld deter yore dl noah ree Fatal ang 
° or ee i POET OY a oh al 1, alot EL ola Pte aah al akha: A tacl teple fae tL aetpatag- aint SL st fan Apna th ph ect tapga te eee 
: rae P 7 ’ Pee i od eowwepe bh fe rear e. = Oe ie hs es a tA Pe pene rd al al ot dot al pe ed phate ; , nda phir ci al Lomi Rete ed el eal 
Py wee ot Pe ot Seems oi gr Paasytree Ir (ae a dearth apt t-retilrtial tT ake Laid stie Peerses 99 Meroe gees ye” re ceed ete he oil ath eeaieaerepe a! Pape re eae 
PRY ot ot ee ih es a Se ra Cn OTe a ae MO dt A oft bd Pst apt tal aay hep ght Pawns Deseret tease ARE atta tet Naren ane , hittindl eat cla 
¥ ' Ca ul de Of a * C ma otil oe F bt oa baal wor Sal dai De hadith 
Ca) . id « fe 4 4 Ace a a oe ba si dlp ae? pe é ir iP 5 2 Fatale PENITOS ls Stead Soe peared Fe ae wp enter eos arr i Pd ee eh el Page ey edhet peep tiltnt pintinaaoalledips 
. id ee 2 pees Whee er were Pape POST i teased Rai POOLS TS cL Li lead be dy thebeats eee ae wae be coats Pee ll alata ihe Aiea eee ae apie fraeinth- tel tamer 
*! . ate OOO TT Ee he aad A. | VIE ep pee eee Fick MAO Tiss hl eaten Bre tt tera tt orewr (Ped nectar niet tioe 
. “4 etic heptane eee ola dat ne heat peeh aires a ey rpshindMinnyhthstirgipde fe a lal 
BAe Peer... tha Pe a ade pelea ee eh ak le Ie ih bel oll cod cael aint 
we mts penis 














NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL 
Monterey , California 





Systeme Qanan 
KS Lf () ae 


we 


THE GOLDWATER - NICHOLS DEPARTMENT OF 
PERSNSE ACT 
Om 1986: Gelinsls AND POSTSCRIPT 


by 


Mark T. Seeley 


oe 


4 


December 1987 


Thesis Advisor Frank M. Teti 





Approved for public release; distribution is unlimited. 


7239230 








PRITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE 


REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE 


TEPORT SECURITY CLASSIFICATION lp RESTRICTIVE MARKINGS 


UNCLASSIFIED 
9ECURITY CLASS FICATION AUTHORITY 






3 DISTRIBUTION / AVAILABILITY OF REPORT 
Approved for public release; distribution 
is unlimited. 






JECLASS: FICATION / DOWNGRADING SCHEDULE 


=RFORMING ORGANIZATION REPORT NUMBER(S) 3 MONITORING ORGANIZATION REPORT NUMBER(S) 


NAME OF PERFORMING ORGANIZATION 6b OFFICE SYMBOL Ja NAME OF MONITORING ORGANIZATION 
(If applicable) 
Naval Postgraduate School a6 Naval Postgraduate School 





ADDRESS (City, State, and ZIP Code) 7b. ADDRESS (City, State, and ZIP Code) 
Monterey, California 93943-5000 Monterey, California 93943-5000 


NAME OF FUNDING: SPONSORING 
RGANIZATION 


8d OFFICE SYMBOL 
(if applicable) 







9 PROCUREMENT INSTRUMENT IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 





ADDRESS (City, State, and ZIP Code) 10 SOURCE OF FUNDING NUMBERS 


PROGRAM PROJECT TASK WORK UNIT 
ELEMENT NO NO. NO ACCESSION NO 
TITLE (Include Security Classification) 


THE GOLDWATER - NICHOLS DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ACT OF 1986: GENESIS AND POSTSCRIPT 








2ERSONAL AUTHOR(S) 
Seeley, Mark T. 


TYPE OF REPORT 13b TIME COVERED 14 DATE OF REPORT (Year, Month, Day) 115 PAGE COUNT 
Master's Thesis FROM TO 1987 December 71 


SUPPLEMENTARY NOTATION 


COSATI CODES 


FIELD SUB-GROUP 


18 SUBJECT TERMS (Continue on reverse :f necessary and identify by block number) 






Goldwater - Nichols Act, National Security Act, 

Defense Reorganization, JCS Reorganization 

ABSTRACT ' . 

This thesis examines the Golwater - Nichols Department of Defense 
Reorganization Act of 1986 in the light of previous Congressional 
attempts to legislate Service cooperation by amending the National 
Security Act of 1947. The hypothesis examined is that attempts to end 
Service rivalry by amendment have failed because the 1947 Act is itself 
the product of a legislative attempt to incorporate into = an 
organizational structure two fundamentally incompatible philosophies of 
how basic defense policy should be formulated. Using an historical 
approach, this thesis examines the origins of the 1947 Act, the effect 
of the 1958 amendments on the Kennedy Administration, and the drive for 
further reform during the Reagan Administration. The conclusion is that 
while the Goldwater - Nichols Act may increase efficiency in some areas, 
it will not change the fundamentally competitive nature of the defense 
budget planning process. 

DISTRIBUTION / AVAILABILITY OF ABSTRACT 21 ABSTRACT SECURITY CLASSIFICATION 

AJ UNCLASSIFIED/UNLIMITEO (1) SAME AS RPT (FJ oTIC USERS unclassified 


NAME OF RESPONSIBLE INDIVIOUAL 22b TELEPHONE (Include Area Code) |} <2c OFFICE SYMBOL 
Brank M, Teti (408) 646-2521 S67Tt 


) FORM 1473, 84 MAR 83 APR edition may be used until exnausted SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE 
All other editions are obsolete 


a 


® U.S. Government Printing Office: 1986-—€06-24. 


Approved for public release; distribution is unlimited. 


The Goldwater - Nichols Department of Defense Act 
of 1986: Genesis and Postscript 


by 


Mark T. Seeley 
Lietitenant. Limited States Navy 
B.A., Brown University, 1980 


Submitted in partial fulfillment of the 
requirements for the degree of 


Vi Sia RLS IN. ALLONA L SE GiGi CSR AIRS 


from the 


NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL 
December 1987 


ADOTRAG 


This thesis examines the Golwater - Nichols Department of Defense 
Reorganization Act of 1986 in the light of previous Congressional attempts to legislate 
Service cooperation bv amending the National Security Act of 1947. The hypothesis 
exanuned is that attempts to end Service rivalry bv amendment have failed because the 
1947 Act is itself the product of a legislative attempt to incorporate into an 
Organizational structure two fundamentally incompatible philosophies of how basic 
defense policy should be formulated. Using an historical approach, this thesis examines 
the origins of the 1947 Act, the effect of the 1958 amendments on the Kennedy 
Administration, and the drive for further reform during the Reagan Administration. 
The conclusion is that while the Goldwater - Nichols Act may increase efficiency in 
some areas, it will not change the fundamentally competitive nature of the defense 


budget planning process. 


me 


ver 


TABEES@R- CON TENTS 


INTRODUCTION 223 ace sew ee oe: 2 = 
THE COMPETITION DEG NN Siapeeeeree a ee 
A. THE CONGRESSIONAL IDEBA Se a eee 
B. “ORIGINS OF THE NA TIO VesibeSie eC Sines Cae eee 
C. THE FIRST SALVO: THE MARSHAEL PLA yee 
D. DEMOBICIZATION AND THE DRIVE TOWARDS 
LISTPICAT LON: gcctiieis ano arene enmeye eerie) cee eee 
E. THE COMPROMISE: TEE NATIONAL SEG@RI) yoxrer 
OP PONT . ascii ween Se ine en ee 
DEALING WITH THE GORDIAN KNOT OR REVO ieee 
A... THE PRESSE RE FO RGR ORO e tee eee 
B. -LHE 1949 °\MUE SD NDENTS. «cies eee 
C. THE A9S8°ANEENID NUE NTS: acces eee ee ye oe 
THE SISYPHUS EPFECT MGNANI AKAs Alege ie ie 1 © 
END PAROCHITA LYS Mii isco dew 44, See near a een 
A. “PRECONCED TIONS AND PROGRAW BEE DGE TiNGra 
B. THE TRXSDE CISION eae eee ee are 
C. TITE REASONING BENIN Wiese EerslOMm ne. .5) 7 
D. THE MCNAMARA LEG AG Gemeente, «sere 
THE PHOPENTX EFFECT. Hie REEVIERGENG@E OF WHE 
ISS ES ig steer ci:0:2 Gin ce eeer  epemcgr earn ta ON Care... Sarna eee 
A. TUTE vi ee she ec Ua Te Gare coe ages) ee 
B. “THE SELEING. ORes URAC ere een ere a. ne 
C. RENE, POLITICS 5@ es Re INS Ge were earner cree cysts 
D. THE DRIVE GOR FOURIER hE e@iew ier a. a 


THE CATEST RESOLUTION: THE GOLDWATER - 


NEGTIOLS ACT 3 viper: 4: ce eee oo eeentie ne en 0 


ae 


ee. 


steele rob SPECIFIED COMMANDS ............. a2 


Be sO] Nie DUTY ASSIGNMENTS AND THE JOINT STAFF ..... 54 
Pe oO eps 8. ek ee ee eee ee 56 
VIT. Se tO, SR ks hee se ee ne tees 60 
remem OS ONO NE hg ce be ee tee eee 64 
ee el ei 5 ss « RNG soe ee wt enemas hee ee ee 68 
eee noe NLD GONGRESSIO NAL DOCUMENTS............. 68 
Pee men wey, REPORTS ANU EALrERS ......60-....05.54. 69 
ee ee BITTON LSM... ee te eee 70 


I. INTRODUCTION 


The hypothesis of this thesis is that the National Security Act of 1947 was the 
product of a Congressional compromise that attempted to accomodate in an 
organizational structure two fundamentally incompatible philosophies of how the 
nation’s defense policies should best be formulated and implemented, a compromise 
that was perhaps inevitable given the American political system of checks and 

ebalances. Attempts to legislate Service cooperation by amendment since the original 
Act was passed have failed because Service rivalry is itself less a cause than a symptom 
of unresolved structural incompatibilities institutionalized within the defense decision- 
making apparatus. 

The search for the proper link between national security policy and process, the 
question of how best to structure the American defense organization to meet the goals 
of developing and implementing long-range, coordinated policies for the nation’s 
defense. is one which has plagued and frustrated Congressional and Executive defense 

‘reform proponents since World War II. That the defense organizational structure 
established by the National Security Act of 1947 is generally regarded as having failed 
in providing this link between policy and process, and has institutionalized not inter- 
Service cooperation but rather Service competition and parochialism, 1s evidenced by 
Congressional amendments to the Act that have increasingly centralized defense 
decision-making power over the last forty vears. 

Despite Congressional attempts to strengthen the defense organizational 
structure by amendment in 1949, 1953 and 1958, the establishment of a system of 
Service cooperation and coordination is seen today as elusive a goal as it was during 
the heated Congressional debates of 1945. Congressional attempts to legislate Service 
cooperation are perceived as having created a Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) structure that, 


rather than contributing to the nation’s defense, actually endangers it: 


... the JCS frequently acts as a negotiating forum in which each service seeks to 
maxinuze its position through bargaining ... because thev (Congress) created a 
commuttee of equals, with no mechanism for enforcing a joint military 
perspective, the JCS is a group that arrives at its positions either by dividing 
along the lines of competing interests or negotiating a mutually acceptable 


consensus in Which cach member supports the claims of the other. [Ref. 1, p. 
Pies 


o 


Congressional critics have interpreted the failure of the [ranian hostage rescue 
mission, the deaths of Marines posted in Lebanon, and the perceived communications 
problems that arose in the Grenada invasion as evidence of the dangers of developing 
and coordinating defense policy decisions by committee. In an attempt to correct this ® 
Septem. Oneress “has enacted the “Goldwater - Nichols Departinent of Defense 
Reorganization Act of 1986", an act designed to correct the perceived weaknesses in 
the defense organizational structure established in 1947 by further centralizing defense 
decision-making power within the Joint Chiefs of Staff. In passing an Act which 
designates the JCS Chairman as the “principal military advisor to the President” [Ref. 
2, chap. 5, sec. I51 (b)], Congress has sought to refine the defense organizational 
structure by giving the JCS Chairman the power to overrule the opinions of the 
uniformed Service Chiefs, thus granting him the freedom to transcend single-Service 
Interests and inake the “difficult choices” that are required to “deal effectively with 
fundamental mulitarv issues” that impact upon the nation’s security (Ref. 1, p. H10392]@ 

The debates over the role that the uniformed military leadership should play in 
the formulation of national strategy and over which organizational structure would 
best further the consolidation of diverse Service views into a coherent set of national 
defense objectives is one which has raged since World War II. The Navy has . 
traditionally argued for Service autonomy and coordination by committee, while the / 
Army has argued for a unified military and a philosophy of “top down” policy / 
guidance. Rather than resolving the conflict between what were fundamentally 
incompatible Army and Navy views on how best to develop national defense policies, 
however, the framers of the National Security Act of 1947 sought to structure a 
defense organization that would accomodate both. Congress wanted a defense 
organization that would be unified, vet they wanted to retain Service autonomy. They 
wanted a structure that would benefit from healthy Service competition, but one that 
would foster cooperation and agreement over basic policies and goals. They sought to 
structure an organization that ensured a military input into national security policy 
without threatening civilian control. Perhaps most paradoxically, they wanted to 
establish an organizational structure geared toward the development of long-range, 
non-partisan national defense policies that could operate within a political structure _ 
that functions through the compromise of conflicting interests and views. 

The basic incompatibility of a political process that develops national policy on 


an ad hoc basis, one that operates through the compromise between competing 


factions and interests within a political system of checks and balances, and a national 
military establishment ostensibly structured to implement those policies in a non- 
partisan fashion over a much longer time frame is a dilenina Congress has historically 
chosen not to address. Congress has similarly refused to address the incompatibilities in 
the philosophies over how national defense policy should be formulated that are 
institutionalized within the defense structure itself. Indeed, the basic structural 
contradictions inherent in the defense organization as structured by the National 
Security Act of 1947 mav not be capable of resolution by a Congress that itself only 
‘resolves basic policy conflicts through compromise. Rather than address the basic 
structural links between American defense policy and the process of forming that 
policv, Congress has instead chosen to attribute the perceived lack of efficiency and 
cooperation within the defense establishment to the parochial interests of uniformed 
Services that are seen as unwilling to make a basically sound organizational structure 
function as it should.'/ Honest disagreements among the military over funding levels and 
the roles and missions of the Services are seen not as the inevitable consequence of an 
organization structured upon Service autonomy and competition, but rather as 
evidence of greed and short-sightedness. Navy opposition to change is seen as 


motivated not by honest consern, but by historical parochialism: 


... the tension betiveen the joint arena and service interests is historical. Prior to 
World War II, the Navy was the dominant service... the heated debates in 
1946, over proposals to unify the nation’s defense responsibilities, foreshadowed 
today’s problems./ The Nav saw no reason then to surrender the power it had 
accrued and is just as reluctant to do so today .... The Navy has repeatedly 
‘objected to any provision that would weaken their ability to control their own 
budget, or retain their land or air arms. Today the Navy prefers “de-organization’ 
to reorganization for the same reasons. But the Navy is ignoring the glaring 
inadequacies of our joint system. [Ref. 3, p. 33] 


Congressional unwillingness to address the basic defense establishment's 
structural incompatibility with its own idealized concept of a unified military, its 
propensity to attribute Service competition (if, indeed such competition is bad) to 
procedural rather than structural weakness, has led to a confusion of organizational 
process with organizational goals. Service competition has come to be seen not as part 
of the defense organizational process of determining policy goals, but rather the 
elinunation of competition has come to be seen as a goal in itself. Cooperation has 
come to be seen as synonomous with agreement, the validity of a policy synonomous 


with the efficiency with which a policy is implemented. 


By examining the Goldwater - Nichols Act in the context of past Congressional 
attempts to reform the Defense Department, one can better evaluate whether it will 
succed in furthering the goal of promoting a more unified military establishment, or 
Whether it will simply create the tllusion of cooperation at the expense of reducing the 
options available to the country’s civilian political leadership. 

Whether the Goldwater - Nichols Act will end Service parochialism and 
competition 1s open to question. It may certainly succeed in creating the illusion of 
homogeneity’ and cooperation within the muilitarv establishment by keeping military 
Service disagreements over funding levels and policies private. If past Congressional 
attempts to force Service cooperation through legislation are any guide, however, the 


Goldwater - Nichols Act will not change the fundamentally competitive nature of the 


ee — meee ean eat 


defense appropriations process because it merely refines rather that changes a national 
security Organizational structure that was itself established through the compromise 


rather than the resolution of conflicting and contradictory organizational goals. 


If. THE COMPETITION BEGINS 


A. THE CONGRESSIONAL DEBATES 

Given the emotions surrounding the end of the second World War, it is not 
surprising that the testimony given at the post-war Congressional hearings on defense 
reorganization was emotionally charged as well. The debates centered around a 
fundamental philosophical difference over how the defense establishment should best 
» be organized. The Army favored military unification to promote the centralization of 
decision-making power; the Navy wanted a decentralized decision-making structure 
that retained Service autonomy and the coordination of policy through compromise. 
Both the War and the Navv Departments produced their war heroes to plead the 
respective cases of their Services, the Army trotting out Generals Marshall and 
Doolittle, the Navy producing Adiniral Ninutz (Nimitz’s testimony was particularly 
interesting because he had originally favored military unification; by 1945 he had 
changed his mind, convinced that a MacArthur as Armed Forces Chief of Staff would 
dimunish the Navy's role (Ref. 4, p. 402}). 

Whule spokesmen for both sides tried to sway public opinion both in scholarly 
journals and in the press (those supporting the Navy view compared the Army's unified 
military concept to the Nazi German High Command [Ref. 5]), the hearings themselves 
quickly degenerated into a volatile and hostile circus as charges of parochialism were 
leveled bv both sides. The public’s perception of the tone of the testimony given to thie 
Congressional committees can be gauged bv the reports in the media. As reported by 


Newsweek in November of 1945: 


The Army - Navy fight over the unification of the armed services turned into 
such a bitter free-for-all last week that Washington began to call it “The Batttle 
of the Potomac’... .. [he Deputs, Clief of Naval Opemtionswyice Adminy 
Charles M. Cooke, rushed to (Assistant Navy Secretary) Hensel’s aid. Whether 
the controversy were postponed or not. the present merger plan would 
emasculate the Navy, he said, and would “straitjacket the Navy into the status of 
an Army auxillary” .... This raised howls of protest from Lt. Gen. James H. 
Doolittle. The Air Forces, he declared, have taken over as the nation’s first line 
of defense. Aircraft carriers are already “going into obsolescence,” he asserted. 
and won't be needed at all once land-based planes develop sufficient range. The 
former Eighth Air-Force commander capped his testimony by accusing Navy 
higher-ups of “hvpocricv” and “retarded military thinking.” Furthermore, he 
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stated, our B-29 bovs are probably resting uneasily in their graves “because of 
Navy claims that sea power won the war.” [Ref. 6, p. 63] 


As the debates became more heated, acrimony between the Services grew - 
acrimony which would leave bitterness and suspicion that would last long after the 
debates had ended. The Navy suspected the Army Air Force of wanting to do awav 
with carriers; the Marine Corps suspected the Army of wanting to do awav with their 
Service altogether. When Truman, exasperated with the endless procession of officers 
brought forward to testify, ordered the Marine Commandant to “get those Lieutenant 


Colonels off the hill and keep them off’, 


... this had a predictable effect. Members of Congress - particularly those from 
the opposition (Republican) party - complained that the President had placed a 
“gag” on military opposition to the legislation and ultiunately forced withdrawal 
of any restraining pressure....[Ref. 7, p.41} 


Truman himself submitted a proposal for defense organization to Congress on 
the 19th of December, a proposal which largely followed the Army’s thinking. 
Truman's proposal called for a single Defense Department with a single Secretarv and 
a Mulitary Chief of Staff. He ignored the Navy's proposal for a National Security 
Weuncil: (Ref. 8. p. 20] 

Aware that no legislation that unduelv favored either the Army or Navy plans 
could possibly pass a floor vote, Congress decided to compromuse, fashioning an Act 
that incorporated elements of both the Armv’s “Collins Plan” and the Navy sponsored 
propsals of Ferdinand Eberstadt. Bills were introduced in both the House and the 
Senate, and a Joint Committee worked out the details. The National Security Act was 


passed on July 24, 1947, and President Truman signed it into law two days later. 


B. ORIGINS OF THE NATIONAL SECURITY ACT 
e The Joint Chiefs of Staff structure that was established by the National Security 


Act of 1947 was an outgrowth of the JCS system designed to coordinate strategy and 





resolve inter-Service disputes during World War II. Established by President Franklin 
Roosevelt in 1942, the Joint Chiefs of Staff structure was loosely modeled along the 
lines of the British Combined Staff. Though its initial purpose was to mediate and 
resolve conflicting War and Navy Department demands for materiel [Ref. 9, p. 276]. 
the JCS was conceived both as the central advisory agency on grand strategy for the 
President and as the official U.S. military representation on the Anglo-American 
Combined Chiefs of Staff [Ref. 9, p. 263}. 


Li 


Though the JCS eventually came to be seen as a reasonably effective 
coordinating agency for the conduct of the war, its beginnings were inauspicious at 
best. The Joint Chiefs were required to reach unanimous decisions before policies could 
be implemented, and the lack of a large staff with clearly defined authority to resolve 
lesser issues left the JCS at a distinct disadvantage when faced with direct negotiations 
with the British. Unresolved differences among the JCS members over such issues as 
the size and membership of the JCS planning staff left them disorganized and 
embarrassed when faced with a united British front over an issue. The need for 


reorganization became apparent at the Casablanca conference in January of 1943: 


The British had appeared at Casablanca superbly prepared, with papers worked 
out in detail to support all their own views and to counter any line of argument 
that might be advanced... . In attempting to oppose the skill and speed of this 
efficient planning organization the efforts of Admural Cooke, General 
Wedemeyer, and a handful of colleagues had been virtually overwhelmed. 
General Wedemever cabled his office midway in the conference: “We still have 
our shirts on but have lost our buttons.” The further course of events could be 
read with approximate accuracy in his message two days later: “The shirt is 
TONG. IN| eo woes 


The Joint Chiefs were resolved not to enter another international conference 
without a fully manned and prepared staff. The lack of an organizational charter 
defining the roles and authority of the Joint Chiefs, however, was proving a handicap. 
The disagreements between General MacArthur and Admiral Nimitz over areas of 
command responsibility in the Pacific had resulted in seemingly endless bickering and 
negotiation, and the lack of a charter was seriously hindering JCS reorganization 


efforts. When asked bv Admiral Leahy for a resolution, however, Roosevelt responded: 


It is my understanding that the Joint Chiefs of Staff are encountering no new 
condition currently requiring clarification of their status or a new definition of 
their functions. It seems to me that such an order would provide no new benefits 
and might in some way impair the flexibility of operations. Consequently, | 
consider the issuance of an Executive order now as superfluous. [Ref. 9, p. 443] 


With Roosevelt’s refusal to grant a JCS charter,! questions and disputes over 
Service missions and responsibilities continued. With the end of the war approaching, 
disputes over demobilization priorities were rapidly bringing the question of post-war 


defense organization to a head. The first call for military unification was issued when 


'The Joint Chiefs were to act without a charter until the passage of the National 
Securitwarct of 1947, 
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General Marshall presented a plan for the post-war unification of the armed forces to 
the JCS at the end of 1943. 


C. THE FIRST SALVO: THE MARSHALL PLAN 

The result of the presentation of the plan for post-war military unification 
presented by General Marshall was to bring into the open many of the issues that the 
Navy was not vet prepared to comprehensively address. Its effect was felt not only 


within the mulitary but also in Congress. 
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Marshall's plan called for an almost complete unification of the armed forces. It 
proposed a single Department of Defense headed bv a single Secretary of Cabinet rank, 
under whom would serve Under Secretaries for ground, naval and air forces who would 


together run the administrative side of the Department. The nation’s military would be 


‘run by an Armed Forces General Staff composed of the Chiefs of Staff of the Army 


and (separate) Air Force, the Chief of Naval Operations, a Chief of Staff for Supply, 
and a proposed Chief of Staff of the Armed Forces. The Armed Forces General Staff 
was to be directly responsible to the President for all non-administrative military 
affairs. (Ref. 7, p. 16] 

The Joint Chiefs responded to Marshall's proposal by forming a committee to 
study post-war defense organization, headed by Admural Richardson. The response of 
Congress was to convene a subcommittee of the House Armed Services Committee. 
Congress had previously been reluctant to studv the issue of post-war defense 
organization for fear of meddling in the conduct of the war. The most influential 
Senate war committee, the Senate Special Committee to Investigate the National 
Defense Program chaired by Senator Harry S. Truman, had issued a vaguely worded 
expression of support for the concept of unity of command, but had mainly restricted 
itself to investigating contracting procedures and the elimination of waste in the 
[Industrial Mobilization Program [{Ref. 10, pp. 9-28]. In March of 1944, however, a 
special subcommittee was convened to study post-war defense organization, chaired by 
Representative Clifton Woodrum. 

The Army presented the committee with a unification proposal which came to be 
known as the McNarney Plan, a plan which was essentially identical to the proposal of 
General Marshall [Ref. 7, p. 28]. While the subcommittee eventually acceded to Navy 
Department arguments that any study of post-war organization should wait until the 
wars end (the subcommittee dissolved without issuing a recommendation), the 


testimony that it did receive gave the first indications of the deeply held philosophical 
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differences between the Army and the Navv. Though Navy opposition to the concept 
of unification had not yet crystallized, Navy representatives argued that unification 
could threaten civilian control of the military and that Service competition was the 


most effective means of ensuring military efficiency.” [Ref. I1, p. 20]. 


D. DEMOBILIZATION AND THE DRIVE TOWARDS UNIFICATION 

The respite from inter-Service discord over the unification issue provided by the 
dissolution of the Woodrum Committee was to be short-lived. With the end of World 
War II came new conflicts over demobilization priorities, the administration of the 
occupied territories, and post-war command responsibilities, conflicts which 
increasingly split the Joint Chiefs along Service lines. New antagonisms were brewing 
between General MacArthur and Admiral Ninutz in the Pacific, with MacArthur 
arguing that command should be determined by the dominant Service occupying a 
region and Ninutz contending that post-war commands should be designated strictly by 
area (as the dominant area in the Pacific region was the ocean, command in that region 
would thus be a Navv responsibility) [Ref. 12, p. 175]. 

Faced with mounting domestic dissatisfaction over the pace of demobilization 
and the rising dissension among the Joint Chiefs, the Senate Miltary Affairs Committee 
convened hearings to consider post-war defense organizational structure on October 7, 
1945. The Army submitted into testimony as its official position a reorganization plan 
which was presented by General J. L. Collins. The Collins Plan closely mirrored the 
earlier Marshall and McNarney plans, again calling for a single Defense Department to 
be administered by an armed forces Secretary, a Chief of Staff of the Armed Forces 
who was to directly command all armed forces in all theaters, and a separate Air Force. 
[Ref. 7, pp. 48-49] 

The Navv raised the now familiar objections that unification of the Services 
‘ under a single Chief of Staff would result in over-centralization and the diminuation of 

civilian authority. Navy objections to a unified defense establishment were based on 
the fear that, because of its size, the Army would dominate any such system, and as 
the Army had no appreciation of the value or uses of sea power, the Navy's size and 
influence would be diminished [Ref. 12, p. 240]. : 
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-The JCS committee issued a report on April 11, 1945 favoring a single Defense 
Secretary. Admiral Richardson dissented from the findings of the report. 
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The Joint Chiefs themselves were stalemated over the issue of post-war Service 
missions and roles; they finally dropped an internal attempt to define those roles in 
1946 as a “subject incapable of resolution at our level” [Ref. 12, p. 246]. 

The Navy was well aware in 1945 that the Armv had President Truman’s support 
at least for the concept of military unification; he had said as much in a March IJ, 
[945 edition of Colliers Magazine. The Navy was also aware of the danger of 
appearing obstructionist for purely parochial reasons. As stated in a letter from the 


Chairman of the Senate Committee on Naval Affairs to Navy Secretary James 


Forrestal: 


I doubt very much if anv useful purpose would be served by merelv objecting to 
plans which propose the consolidation of the War and Navy Departments. It 
would seem to me, that those of us who feel such a consolidation would not be 
effective should attempt to formulate a plan which would be more effective in 
acconiplishing the objective sought... as an alternative to the proposal now 
pending that the Army and Navy Departments be consolidated into a 
Department of National Defense. [Ref. 13, p. IV] 


Accordingly, tn Mav, 1945 Forrestal asked former Munitions Board Chairman 
Ferdinand Eberstadt to conduct an objective study of the form which a post-war 
reorganization of the military should take. 

The Eberstadt Report was a brilliant piece of work in that it codified Navy 
objections to mulitary unification in a logical, systematic fashion while proposing an 


alternative that was in many respects far more drastic than anything proposed by the 
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Army. In the summary of his report, Eberstadt wrote: —S=— wow the Aum 
In theory and in logic unification appears highly plausible. It looks good on 
paper. [t sounds good in words. There are many appealing arguments in support 
of unification, but it lacks equally appealing support in actual practice. ... Our 
present situation calls for action far more drastic and far-reaching than simply 
unification of the military services. It calls for a complete realinement of our 
governmental organizations to serve our national security in the light of our new 
world power and position, our new international committments and risks and the 
epochal new scientific discoveries. [Ref. 13. pp. 3-4] 


Among the organizational changes proposed by the Eberstadt report were: 


- Three separate military departments, including the creation of a Department of 
Air, each headed by a civilian Secretary of Cabinet rank, 


- The maintenance of separate Navy and Army air arms, 


of 


- /the creation of a National Security Council, chaired by the President. [t would 
/ be charged with the formulation and coordination of both overall military and 
-< political policy, including the review of a combined military budget. Its 
membership would include the Service Secretaries, the Secretary of State, and 

the Chairman of the National Resources Board. 


- the continuation of the Joint Chiefs of Staff structure, who would be charged 
with the responsibility for the preparation of joint strategic and logistics plans. 


- the creation of a National Security Resources Board, and, 
- the creation of a Munitions Board to coordinate Service procurement. [Ref. 13] 
While the Eberstadt Report stressed that unitv of command was essential for the 
forces in the field, the coordination of policy could best be accomplished not by 
unification but through the standardization of procedure and the equal emphasis on all 
of the Services in order to prevent a musbalance in military force structures or a 
diminuation of civilian authority. In stressing the advantages of “competitive effort and 
even reasonable conflicts of view” between the Services (Ref. 13, p. 38], Eberstadt noted 
that: 


Our military leaders were unusually Well qualified in the strategic and operational 
phases (of World War II). Judged by the results, the strategic plans of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff were preeminently satisfactory. They were accomplished without 
sacrifice of, but rather because of, adequate consideration of the views of Army, 
Navy, and Air through the Joint Chiefs of Staff. [Ref 13, p. 23] 


With the findings of the Eberstadt Report made known, the lines for a 
Congressional battle over defense reorganization were clearly drawn, with Army 
supporters favoring a unified defense structure with a single Defense Secretary an a 
single Armed Forces Chief of Staff, and Navy supporters favoring Service autonomy 
and the coordination of policies through a committee structure. Those who expected a 


fierce legislative struggle were not disappointed. 


E. THE COMPROMISE: THE NATIONAL SECURITY ACT OF 1947 

@ The National Security Act of 1947 stands as a classic example of legislative 
compromise. The Act was intended to unify the military while retaining Service 
autonomy; the intent of Congress as stated in the bill was to provide for the 
“authoritative coordination and unified direction (of the armed services) under civilian 
control but not to merge them” {Ref. 14, sec. 2]. While the Act established a single 
Secretary of Defense (as recommended by the Collins Plan), he was to head not an 


Executive Department but rather the “National Military Establishment” [Ref. 14, sec. 
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-O1 (a)]. In deference to the Army, the Act established a War Council and a separate 
Air Force, but in deference to the Navy no Armed Forces Chief of Staff was 
established to head the JCS [Ref. 14, sec. 210-211]. From the Eberstadt Report, the 
Congress incorporated the proposals for a National Security Council [Ref. 14, sec. 101] 
and a Munituons Board charged with recommending the “assignment of procurement 
responsibilities among the several military services and to plan for standardization of 
specifications” {Ref. I4. sec. 213 (c)(3)]. 

The contradictions embodied in the National Security Act are obvious. The Act 
established a Secretary of Defense to act as “the principal assistant to the President in 
all matters relating to the national security” while at the same time providing that 
“nothing herein shall prevent the Secretary of the Army, the Secretary of the Navy, or 
fee Secretary of the Air Force from presenting to the President ... any report or 


recommendation relating to his department which he may deem necessary”. The 


ps of Defense was to coordinate the operations of the Services, but he was to 


establish only “general policies and programs for the National Military Establishment”, 
exercise Only “general direction, authority and control”. While he was to “supervise and 
coordinate the budget estimates” of the Services, the Services themselves were to 
remain separately administered and prepare their budgets individually. (Ref. 14, sec. 
202} 


y [In attempting to satisfy the proponents of the Army and the Navy reorganization 


/ proposals in one administrative structure, Congress incorporated the most incompatible 


elements of each into the National Security Act. In retaining Service autonomy and the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff as a loosely knit committee of equals, Congress had attempted to 
satisfy Navy proponents of a “bottom - up” philosophy of policy formulation; by 
establishing a single Defense Secretary, Congress had incorporated elements of the 
Army's “top - down” approach, but without giving the Secretary the authority to 
enforce his views. In attempting to satisfy both constituencies, Congress had fully 


satisfied neither. 
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Ii. DEALING WITH THE GORDIAN KNOT OF REFORM 


A. THE PRESSURE FOR REFORM 

The National Security Act of 1947 would eventually have proven unworkable 
under any circumstances, but world events served to exacerbate the structural 
weaknesses of the newly-established defense organization almost immediately. The 
Joint Chiefs of Staff had envisioned that a triumverate of the “Big Three” (the U.S., 
Great Britain, and the Soviet Union) would work together to maintain international 
order following World War II [{Ref. 15, pp. 13-18]. U.S. Minister George Kenan’s 
“long telegram” from Moscow in 1946 quickly disabused them of that notion, however, 
as Kenan detailed what he saw as Soviet post-war expansionist aims (Ref. 8, p.6]. 

Adding to the strains imposed upon the Joint Chiefs by the changing 
international system Were the continual domestic demobilization pressures. The massive 
cutbacks in post-war military funding, coupled with the insurgencies in Greece and 
Turkey that were to lead to the Truman Doctrine, emphasized the urgent need for 
inter-Service cooperation to prioritize where cuts in funding should best be made if the 
U.S. were to continue to meet its comnuttments. The Service Chiefs, however, were still 
suspicious of each other following the bitter debates of the reorganization hearings, 
and were in no mood to compromise. While 1947 meetings in Key West, Washington 
and Newport R.I. served to partially clarify Service roles and missions [Ref. 12, p. 
174], disagreements over Service funding remained unresolved. 

The newlv-appointed Secretary of Defense, James Forrestal, was clearly 
exasperated both at the inabilitv of the Joint Chiefs to reach agreement and on his own 


powerlessness to enforce one. In his first report to Congress, Forrestal wrote: 


The nerve center of unification lies in the Joint Chiefs of Staff, under whose 
guidance substantial strides have been taken in reconciling divergent professional 
Opinions. ... I would be less than candid, however, if | did not underline the 
fact that there are still great areas in which the viewpoints of the services have 
not come together. [Ref. 16, p. 9] 


Forrestal saw the balancing of the “contrasting responsibilities” of the Services 


against the “difficult decisions in the allocations of funds” as the root of the problein: 


It is out of the competition inherent in the division of total funds allocated to the 
National Military Establishment that the controversies arise... . Many officers 
in the Air Force honestly believe that the carrier will have a limited use in anv 
War that we may fight in the future, and, therefore. challenge the maintenance of 
the important carrier task forces. These imisgivings are honestly held, as 


undoubtedly are the Navy's regarding the capabilities of the long-range bomber. 
fcr 10, pp. 10-11) 


To improve coordination, Forrestal recommended that a Chairman be established 
for the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Fle also recommended an amendment to the National 


Security Act to increase his own authority: 


The statutory authority of the the Secretary of Defense should be materially 
Strengthened . . . by making it clear that the Secretary of Defense has the 
responsibility for exercising “direction, authority, and control” over the 
departments and agencies of the National Military Establishment. (At present, 
that statute provides that it shall be the duty of the Secretary of Defense to 
establish “general policies and programs” and to exercise “general direction, 
authority, and control.” The word “general” should be deleted in both of the 
passages just quoted....) [Ref 16, p. 3] 


B. © THE 1949 AMENDMENTS 

Based upon the Forrestal report (the proposals of which were supported both bv 
President Truman and a Hoover Commussion report {Ref. 7, p. 57]), Congress passed a 
bill in 1949 amending the National Security Act of 1947, a bill which incorporated 
Forrestal’s recommendations. The offending word “general” was dropped from the 
definition of the Defense Secretary’s duties; henceforth he would be the head of an 
Executive Department rather than a “National Military Establishment”. Further, the 
Service Departments’ status was reduced fom those of Executive Departments to 
Military Departments within the Depatment of Detense, and the Services lost their 
right to subimt their budgets directly to the President. The amendment additionally 
established a Chairman for the Joint Chiefs of Staff. (Ref. 17] 

If the 1949 Amendment was expected to quell Service rivalry, it failed to meet 
that goal. The provision concerning the Joint Chiefs of Staff confused rather than 
clarified their role in providing advice to the President. While the Chairman was to 
“take precedence over all other officers in the Armed Services”, he was not to “exercise 
Tieiecommand over the Joint Chiefs of Staff . . ..[Ref..16].Im effect, the 


Amendment merely added another member to the committee of equals. 


Truman (and later Eisenhower) was becoming increasingly enamored with the Air 
Force concept of massive retalliation (a concept derived from the Air Force 
Interpretation of the results of the Strategic Bombing Survey) because it provided a 
seenungly plausible method of attaining “defense on the cheap”. As the proponents of 
massive retalliation gained influence, so too did the concept, to the point where it 
became the bedrock of Eisenhower's “New Look” program. [Ref. 18, pp. 1-18] 

The rising prominence of the massive retalliation concept as the basis for U.S. 
national defense policy served to further confusion and dissension among the Joint 
Chiefs. The cancellation of the carrier “United States” in favor of the Air Force B-36 
bomber program confirmed the Navy's worst fears about the diminuation of the role of 
sea power 1n U.S. defense policy [Ref. 8. p. 53}. Further conflict among the Joint Chiefs 
arose after the election of President Eisenhower, who was determined to enforce a JCS 
policy of “unanimity at all costs”. 

The Joint Chiefs took their statutory responsibility as the “principal military 
advisors to the President” [Ref. 14, sec. 210] seriouslv. The Chief of Naval Operations 
and the Army Chief of Staff were arguing that the increasing overreliance on the 
concept of massive retalliation was creating a Serious misbalance in the nation’s 
nulitarv force structure. Under Eisenhower, however, such advice was unwelcome. Ina 
series of articles published in the Saturday Evening Post in 1956, recently retired Army 
Chief of Staff Ridgway stated: 


As Chief of Staff, I quickly learned . . . with a certain sense of shock, that 
sometimes I was not expected to present my reasoned mulitary judgement to 
Secretarv of Defense Charles E. Wilson. On the contrary, incessant pressure was 
brought to bear on me, seeking to persuade me to make my views conform to a 
preconceived politico-military “party line.” I also learned that no matter how 
strongly my views might differ from those of higher authority, it was not to be 
expected that I would let my nonconcurrence publicly be known. It was essential, 
[ learned, that the policies of the Defense Department should be presented to the 
public as being the unanimous recommendations of the nation’s top mulitary 
men. [Ref. 19, p. 46] 


This view of life on the JCS was echoed by Ridgwav’s successor, General 


Matthew Tavlor: 


. the new Administrarion looked upon membership on the JCS somewhat 
differently from the Truman administration. The new Chiefs were regarded as 
members of the Administration “team”, working for the objectives of that team 
under the guidance of their civilian superiors. In formulating their nulitary 


advice, it Was hoped that they would take into account the views and feelings of 


these superiors and avoid submitting embarrassing or contentious 
recommendations. [Ref. 18, p.30] 


Such revelations of contention and disharmony among the Joint Chiefs over 
basic national security policy were dismaying both to the public and to Congress. 
President Kennedy came to office determined to more closely coordinate national 
security policy and end JCS dissent. It was felt that the 1958 Amendments to the 


National Security Act would give him the power to do so. 


C. THE 1958 AMENDMENTS 

° The 1958 amendments to the National Security Act of 1947 were the capstone to 
the ongoing drive to centralize the decision making power within the Defense 
Department in the hands of the Secretary of Defense. Unable to legislate cooperation 
among the heads of the uniformed mulitary Services in the vears immediately following 
World War I] through outright military unification (due largely to the objections of the 
Navy), Congress instead focussed its efforts upon the need for the civilian leadership of 
the Defense Department to provide coordination within the defense establishment. The 
perceived need for increasingly unified direction of the Department of Defense resulted 
in amendments to the National Security Act in both 1949 and 1953 which provided for 
Were —active Tale-for-the Defense Secretary, W nee eee mate 
- Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1958, the Defense Secretary was granted 


his broadest statutory authority to date, ‘including: the authority to transfer, consolidate 
‘and abolish the functions and roles of the military services. All-thar-remained to 
“complete the process of an indirect-merger of the armed forces under the authority 
| newly granted its civilian leadership was the appointment of a Defense Secretary with 
the ability and will to use that authority. That man was Robert S. McNamara. 


An understanding of the successes and failures of the McNamara era is crucial to 


a study of post World War II congressional attempts to legislate inter-Service 








cooperation. When McNamara replaced Thomas Gates Jr. as Secretary of Defense in 
January of 1961, he and his assistants were determined to end the inter-Service rivalry 
that had plagued the Truman and Eisenhower administrations. Their goal was to de- 
politicize the decision-making process for defense policy, replacing the traditional 
adversarial svstem with a technically oriented management system based on system 
analysis. For McNamara, efficient decision making was not a political process, based 


on conciliation and compromise among a plurality of interests, but rather it was a 


technical process, where a single actor based his decisions upon rational procedures 
that measured alternative choices against an established standard of efficiency. Eis 
philosophy was that the same procedures and management techniques used by large 
corporations could, if properly applied, be used to effectively manage the Department 
Ol Detense: 

It would intuitively seem that the use of a rational, highly quantitative approach 
to the allocation of linuted defense resources would have ended inter-service rivalry by 
clearly showing the most cost effective, econonucal means with which to meet national 
security objectives. Why, then, was there such hostility between McNamara and the 
uniformed nulitary? Why has service parochialism been perceived as, if not greater, at 
least as great in the vears following the McNamara era as when he took office? 

The highly centralized control McNamara was able to exert over Defense 
Department policies from 1961 to 1968 would not have been possible before the 
passage of the 1958 amendments to the National Security Act of 1947. The authority 
of the Secretary of Defense had grown steadilv in the eleven years since 1947. This 
continual reappraisal and strengthening of the Secretary's role within the National 
Defense Establishment was due both to Service infighting over the control of nuclear 
assets and delivery platforms, and to the realization that, in peacetime, real authority 
lay not in operational but in budgetary control. Congressional reformers increasingly 
shifted the focus of their efforts from refining the role played by the JCS in the 
formulation of policy to that of strenghthening the abilty of the Defense Secretary to 
enforce policy. 

As outlined earlier, The role Congress envisioned for the Secretary of Defense as 
reflected in the National Security Act of 1947 was essentially a passive one. Though 
Truman (siding with the Army) had originally wanted a unification of the armed forces 
under a single chief of staff and with a single military budget [Ref. 7, pp. 37-38], Navy 
Opposition (based on fears that a strong armed forces chief of staff or Defense 
Secretary might abrogate or diminish Navy and Marine Corps roles) in Congress and 
in the press forced the compromise that was thegl947 Act. In the act as passed, there 
was no provision for an armed forces chief of staff, nor even for a Department of 
Defense; there was merely a National Military Establishment which preserved the 
departments of the Army and Navy and created the Air Force Departinent. While the 
office of the Secretary of Defense was created, with the Secretary designated “. . . the 


principal assistant to the President in all matters relating to the national security” [Ref. 


4 sec.202(a)], he was to establish only ”... general policies and programs...” [Ref. 14 
sec.202(a)(1)] for the services, exercise only ”. . . general direction, authority and 
control...” [Ref. 14 sec.202(a){2)}. Most importantly, the services were still free to 
submit their own budget requests. While the Secretary would “supervise and coordinate 
tne preparation of the budget estimates... nothing herein contained shall prevent the 
secretary of the Army, the Secretarv of the Navy, or the Secretary of the Air Force 
from presenting to the President . . . any report or recommendation relating to his 
department which he may deem necessary .. .” [Ref. 14 sec.202# The Secretary of 
Defense, then, was to serve the role of an essentially powerless executive assistant to 
the President, merely coordinating the work of the military services that were still 
separately administrated. 

The pusn for further reform began immediately after passage of the 1947 Act. 
The authority granted the Defense Secretary was cle v¥ inadequate to satisfy the 
purpose for which the Act had been written (”... to provide for the effective strategic 
direction of the armed forces and... for their effective integration into an effective 
team of land, naval, and air forces” [Ref. 14 sec.2]). Even James Forrestal, who as 
Secretary of the Navy had argued against a strong role for the position of the Secretary 
of Defense.° quickly became disillusioned as Secretary of Defense with the inability of 
the Joint Chiefs to compromise on policy decisions that involved budgetary allocations. 
By 1949 he too was arguing for increased authority for the position of the Defense 
Seenetory [Refs 7. p.35]. 

Eisenhower had favored unification of the military since World War II. While 
still a general, he had favored unification under a single uniformed chief of staff. As 
President, however, he focused more upon the role of the Secretary of Defense [Ref. 20, 
p. 56].efhe 1949 amendments to the National Security Act revoked the right of the 
Service secretaries to submit their budgets directly to the President,* effectively giving 
the Secretary of Defense more much needed”... direction, authority and control” 
[Ref. 17, sec. 202(b)] over the Department of Defense. 





3As cited by James Roherty, Forrestal argued: “There is no human being capable, 
in mv judgement, of sitting on top of all that and assuring that you have the fine 
integration and efficiency which it is presumed would result from that consolidation [of 
power within the hands of the Secretary of Defense]” [Ref. 20, p. 25]. 


*It also established the position of Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
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elThe 1953 amendinents gave the Secretary further budgetary control by establishing six 
additional Assistant Secretaries of Defense [Ref. 21, sec.3] (the National Security Act of 
1947 had linuted the Secretary to three assistants, each paid an annual salary of 
$10,000). 
® It was the Defense Reorganization Act of 1958, however, which proved to be the 
watershed; it gave the Defense Secretary the statutory authority he needed to exert 
centralized control over the services through the budgetary process. While not 
providing for an actual merger of the armed forces, the 1958 Act gave the Defense 
Secretary the power to take any steps he deemed necessary to improve the efficiency 
and economical operation of the Defense Department, including authority enabling”. . 
. the transfer, reassignment, abolition, and consolidation of functions” of the Services.” 
[Ref. 22, sec. 3(c)(1)}. Further, the 1958 Act gave the Secretary the power to establish 
unified and specified commands, and it put the operational control of those commands 
in the hands of the Detense Secretary |Ket> 22 secu an): 

Most importantly (from a budgetary aspect), the 1958 Act placed ” ... the 
responsibilities of the Department of Defense in the field of basic and applied research 
and development which pertain to weapons systems” [Ref. 22, sec. 9(2)} firndy under 
the control of the Defense Secretarv. Although Congress specifically preserved the 
rights of the Joint Chiefs to approach Congress with any defense related 
reconunendations they deemed proper, it was the provision of the 1958 Act giving the 
Defense Secretarv control of weapons svstems research and development which enabled 

‘McNamara to establish such firm, centralized control over the military Services. Most 
defense appropriations (retirement, wages, etc.) are fixed from year to year by statute, 
and are therefor not subject to administrative manipulation. [t is through the control 
of funding for new Weapons systems, then, that the Services seek to establish their 
prestige and the primacy of their missions within the defense establishment. 

With the control of these funds and the ability to transfer or abolish the 
functions of the military Services, the Secretary of Defense could now effectively 
manipulate the power and missions of the various Services as he saw fit. Armed with 
this statutory authority and the management techniques associated with program 


budgeting, Robert McNamara sought to end inter-Service rivalry and parochialism. 


After the notification of Congress. 
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IV. THE SISYPHUS EFFECT: MCNAMARA’S ATTEMPT TO END 
PAROCHIALISM 


A. PRECONCEPTIONS AND PROGRAM BUDGETING 
Robert McNamara entered office as Secretary of Defense in January of 1961 


determined to take a more active role than that assumed by his predecessors: 


When I became Secretary of Defense in 1961, I felt that either of two broad 
philosophies of management could be followed by the man at the head of this 
great establishinent. Hfe could play an essentially passive role - a judicial role. In 
this role the Secretary would make the decisions required of him by law by 
approving recommendations made to him. On the other hand, The Secretary of 
Defense could play an active role providing aggressive leadership - questioning, 
suggesting alternatives, proposing objectives and stimulating progress. This active 
role represents mv own philosophy of management. | became convinced that 
there was room for and need of this kind of management philosophy in the 
Department of Defense. | Ref. 23, p. 13] 


For \[cNamara, a more active role for the Defense Secretary was necessary \ 
because of what he saw as the disjointed, uncoordinated strategies developed by the 
individual Services to justify their individual funding levels and force structures. For 
Thomas Gates, \icNamara’s immediate predecessor as Secretary of Defense, the 
process of adversarial politics (institutionalized within the defense budgetary process) 
served a useful purpose. The plurality of interests represented by the uniformed heads 
of the three services helped to ensure that all viewpoints were fully aired, and provided 
for increased flexibility in the budgetary process [Ref. 20, pp. 40-46]. For McNamara, 
adversarial politics simply led to a chaotic jumble of programs that were mismatched 


and wasteful of resources: 


We found that the three military departinents had been establishing their 
requirements independently of each other. The results could be described as fairly 
chaotic. Army planning, for example, was based primarily on a long war of 
attrition, Air Force planning was based largely on a short war of nuclear 
bombardment. Consequently the Army was stating a requirement for stocking 
months if not vears of combat supplies against the event of a sizeable 
conventional conflict. The Air Force requirements had to be measured in days, 
and not very many days at that. Either approach, consistently followed, might 
make some sense. 


The two combined could not possibly make sense. What we needed was a 
coordinated strategy seeking objectives actually attainable with the military 
resources available.® [Ref. 24, p. 90] 


6 For McNamara, the way to coordinate strategy was to decentralize the execution 
of the budgetary process while centralizing the decision making process for defense 
policy. Further organizational restructuring of the Defense Department to centralize 
control was unnecessary; what was needed was a method to control the management of 
decision making. By controlling the tools of management in an organization, the 
methodology of decision making, vou control the organization. Based upon his 
previous experience in the Ford Motor Corporation and greatly influenced by the work 
of Charles Hitch, McNamara felt that effective strategy at any given time was 
deternuned by two variables, those being technology and the resources available to 
purchase that technology. By using a methodology which measured (against an 
established standard) the costs of purchasing a technology against the benefits that the 
technology provided, the problem of choosing the weapons systems that drove strategy 
could be reduced to a relatively straightforward economic problem. The methodology 
which \{cNamara used was Program Budgeting. 

The concept of prograin budgeting was not new when McNamara took office. 
Works on program budgeting had been published in the early 1950's by Frederick 
Nlosher and others [Ref. 26]. The implementation of a program budgeting svstem 
throughout the Department of Defense as a whole, however, was new. The man 
responsible for implementing the Planning, Programming and Budgeting System 
(PPBS) within the Defense Department was McNamara’s Defense Comptroller, 
Charles J. Hitch. Hitch had helped develop the program budgeting system in the 1950s 
while serving as an analyst for the RAND Corporation, and had coauthored a 
landmark work on the subject published in 1960 [Ref. 27]. 

PPBS was envisioned as a rational system for choosing between the wide array of 
choices in weapons systems offered by the post World War II technological revolution, 
choices necessitated by the comparative lack of resources available in a peacetime 
economy. In theory, PPBS would enable a decision maker to select the most cost 
effective system which could reasonably satisfy a strategic objective by quantifiablyv 


weighing the alternatives against each other based on economic criterion. 


°.\ point seemingly lost to McNamara is that both scenarios are plausible, and 
that provisions should probably be made for both. This point 1s more fully addressed in 
Chapter 3 of (Kerae 


Traditionally, budget requests to Congress had been developed and structured 
around budget line-item requests (such as maintenance, training, pay, etc.). 
Incremental increases in funding were requested as the cost of producing a particular 
system or funding a particular program increased. The problem with this system of 
budgeting Was its verticality: the relationship between funds requested for one line item 
category and those for another was often impossible to determine by looking at the 
budget alone (even when both line items pertained to the same weapon system). This 
ellectively veiled the relationship between any particular line-item request and the 
policy objective for which the request was made. The theoretical result was that 
obsolete programs could continue to be funded indefinitely without anyone examining 
whether or not that program continued to serve a useful purpose. 

Theoretically, program budgeting would end this practice by focussing on 
outputs rather than inputs. With program budgeting, all expenses relating to a 
particular objective or mission, be they training of personnel, weapons systems 
procurement costs, or maintenance, would be grouped together as an output (or 


“program’) which cut across service lines.’ 


Further, rather than focussing on one 
particular fiscal vear, program expenses were to be estimated for the entire life cvcle of 
meeting an objective. These programs could then be compared with alternative 
programs for meeting the same objective. Using cost-effectiveness analvsis, priorities 
would be assigned to programs, with the most cost effective of the alternatives being 
allocated funds in the budget. Program budgeting, then, was to serve a dual purpose: 
it would highlight the relationship of every defense program to a specific strategic 
objective, and it would increase efficiency by ensuring that only the most cost effective 
alternatives to meeting an objective were funded.? Nine major defense program 
categories were designated by McNamara in 1961: strategic retaliatory forces, 
continental defense forces, general purpose forces, airlift and sealift, reserve and guard 
forces, research and development, general support, retired pay, and mulitary assistance 
(Ref. 28, pp. 83-84]. 

Program budgeting rested on two assumptions. The first was that the 
presentation of alternatives to meet specified mulitary objectives would not only be 


accepted but encouraged; this would require the active participation of the uniformed 


“This last point is particularly important for those missions to which more than 
one service contributes. Both the Navy and the Air Force, for instance, contribute to 
the mission of nuclear deterrence and retaliation. 


8 An excellent summary of the program budgeting concept appears in [Ref. 28]. 
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military in the planning process. The second assumption was one of measureability. 
Unless all of the variables of the various alternatives available could be quantified, the 
selection criteria Would ultimately be reduced to one of subjective judgement, the very 
thing McNamara was trying to avoid. The importance of measureability to the success 
of PPBS was stressed by Alain Enthoven, McNamara’s Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for Svstems Analvsis, in a speech given at the Naval War College on June 6, 1963. For 
the system to succeed, ~ .. . all calculations, assumptions, empirical data, and 
judgements [must] be described in such a way that they can be subjected to checking, 
testing, criticism, debate, discussion, and possible refutation ” (emphasis added) [Ref. 29, 
p. 154]. How does one measure judgement? Enthoven does not say. 

The problem of quantification becomes even more important when developing 
criteria for prioritizing strategic objectives. In private business, the objective is easily 
quantifiable: it 1s reflected in profit. Applying measureability to strategic objectives, 
however, is not so easily accomplished. How does one measure which of the strategic 
retaliatory forces is better at meeting the goal of deterrence? How does one measure a 
the proper mux of strategic nuclear forces and conventional ground forces in Europe to 
meet the objective of deterring aggression? 

Nevertheless, McNamara held high hopes that the establishment of PPBS would 


increase efficiency and eliminate service parochialism. Whereas in the past 


Each service tended to exercise its own priorities, favoring its own unique 
mussions to the detriment of joint missions, striving to lay the groundwork for an 
increased share of the budget in future vears... protecting the overall size of its 
own forces even at the cost of readiness [Ref. 30, p.24], 


the use of program budgeting would allow the defense leadership to focus on 


Our principal concern . . . centered on what is required by the defense 
establishment as a whole to perform a particular military mission - not on what 
1s required by a particular service to perform its part of that mission. [Ref. 30, p. 
23] 


The lack of success of PPBS in accomplishing this purpose, and the reasons for 
the failure of PPBS and cost-effectiveness analysis to end perceived inter-Service rivalry 


are illustrated by how the system was applied to a specific case: the TFX decision. 


B. THE TFX DECISION 


The decision to develop and produce the Tactical Fighter, Expesimental (Ex ) 
Was an important one for Defense Secretary McNamara. His first Opportunity to 
apply the concepts of cost-effectiveness analysis to a major weapons system purchase, 
the TFN development and production contract would be what at that time was the 
largest single aircraft contract ever awarded. The TFX was to extensively utilize new 
technology. It was the first production combat aircraft to emplov variable swept-wing 
technology, the first to combine low-altitude supersonic and high-altitude subsonic 
performance characteristics, and it was the first aircraft designed from its conception to 
be used bv two different Services. 

\fost importantly, it was McNamara’s first opportunity to exercise control over 
the budgetary process in the face of united uniformed military opposition. Using cost- 
effectiveness management techniques as justification for the use of his statutory 


authority to control the defense budget, 


\{cNamara not only retained the loyalty of the secretaries of the Navy and the 
Air Force, but also utilized them to carry through decisions that were highlv 
unpopular in both these services. \icNamara was able to achieve, preserve, and 
establish a unaninuty of viewpoint among the highest civilian officials of the 
Defense Department. (Ref. 31. p. 1] 


Ifow, then, with the civilian leadership of the Defense Department firmly 
supporting him throughout the decision making process, did McNamara’s use of cost- 
effectiveness management techniques result in the purchase of the “second best airplane 
migememener price ? (Ref. 32, p. 1] 

The ITFX was originally conceived by the Air Force in 1959 as a low-level 
Supersonic attack and fighter aircraft to replace the Tactical Air Command's (TAC) 
ageing F-105 fighter aircraft.? The Air Force wanted an aircraft with the capability to 
take off and land on unprepared grass airstrips, fly at subsonic speed from the United 
States to Europe without refueling, and dash in at low-level supersonic speed for close 
ground support. These capabilities were then incompatible in a single aircraft: 
supersonic flight requires the use of a short, swept-back wing design to reduce drag, 
while overseas flight requires a long, broad wing design to increase lift and conserve 


fuel. This problem of design incompatibility was resolved in 1960 when the Langley 


?The following summary of events as chronicled in Robert J. Art’s The TFX 
Decision: McNamara and the Military (Little, Brown and Company, 1968) [Ref. 31], to 
Which the author ts indebted. 


Research Center developed feasible variable swept-wing technology, and the Air Force 
inumediately began work on prelinunary developmental studies. 

Concurrently, in earlv 1960 the Navy obtained tentative approval to develop a 
replacement aircraft for the F-4H tactical fighter. Navy requirements called for a 
single-imission aircraft centered on an air defense capability, an aircraft with long on- 
station endurance able to accommodate a highly complex nussile system. 

When \{cNamara took office, he saw an immediate opportunity to save monev 
bv utilizing the multi-mission capabilities of the proposed Air Force TFX for all of the 
Services. [The aerodynamic characteristics of the planes needed bv both the Navy and 
the Air Force were essentially the same. If the tactical requirements of both services 
could be filled bv the same (or essentially the same) aircraft, enormous savings could 
be realized through economies of scale and a simplified logistics metwork. On Februarv 
I4, 1961 (through his Director of Defense Research and Engineering, Herbert York) 
\icNamara ordered all Services to study the feaseability of developing a joint tactical 
fighter, using the Air Force TFX proposal as a baseline. 

On March 9, Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Research and Development Dr. 
James Wakelin reported that the proposed Air Force TFX was unsuitable for Navy 
use. Lacking the room for the large radar required for the complex missile svstem the 
Navy envisioned, the TFX would not even be as capable for Navy missions as the 
F-4H fighter that the Navy was seeking to replace. The issue of carrier compatibility 
was also raised. 

McNamara responded by ordering York to form a Committee on Tactical Air to 
study all defense tactical air requirements through 1971. Deciding that the close air 
support nussion could not be accommodated by the TFX, the committee recommended 
to M[cNamara that a separate aircraft be developed to suit Army and Marine Corps 
requirements. The TFX, however, would still be utilized to fill both the Air Force's air 
superiority requirements and the Navy's need for close air defense of the fleet. 

The Air Force and Navy continued to object. The Navy had no need for a low- 
level supersonic flight capability; the Air Force bombing role did not call for a large 
radar or missile capability. By August 22 a stalemate had been reached, each Service 
feeling that a compromise of its own requirements would severely degrade the 
capabilities needed by both services. 

Seeing that the Air Force and Navy would not cooperate voluntarily, McNamara 


decided to force an agreement. In his “Mlemorandum of September 1”,!8 McNamara 


'OThe memorandum was prepared for McNamara‘a signature by A. W. 
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ordered that the TFX be developed for use by both Services. He specified the aircraft 
length, maximum weight, minimum ordnance-carrving capability, and radar dish and 
bomb bay constraints. Further, the memorandum specified that changes to the Air 
Force design needed to accommodate Navy requirements be held to a minimum. The 
Services were ordered to resolve anv remaining disagreements over design specifications 
with York's otfice acting as referee. 

The Services issued a request for TFX design proposals to the aircraft industry 
on Octooer 1, 196i. Proposals were submitted by six aircraft companies and were 
reviewed (with Navy participation) under the auspices of the Air Force Source 


Selection Board process.!! 


From January through November 1962, four different 
meetings of the design evaluation group were held, the competition having quickly 
narrowed to consideration of two proposals (those of Boeing Aircraft Corporation and 
General Dvnamics). 

The recommendation of all four evaluation groups was that the contract be 
awarded to Boeing, recommendations approved by the military Source Selection Board 
as well as the Air Force Chief of Staff and the Chief of Naval Operations. Based upon 
the design proposals (which existed only on paper), the uniformed military felt that 
Boeing exhibited a better understanding of the design problems than did General 
Dynamics. The Boeing design incorporated newer technology, greater aircraft 
capability, and Boeing had quoted a lower per-unit cost.!4 

On November 24, 1962. the Pentagon publically announced McNamara’s 
decision to award the TFX design and production contract to General Dynamics - 


Grumman. 


Blackburn of the Tactical Weapons Office. 


‘lThe Air Force had been given overall responsibility for the project's 
development. 


l’The Source Selection Board report of November 2, 1962 unanimously 
recommended Boeing be selected as the contractor for the TFX, citing as its reasons: 
“(a) Superiority in all major aspects of operational capability 

(6) Lower quoted cost 

(c) Positive ground deceleration mechanism 

(d) Greater weapons selectivity and carrying ability 

(e) Less risk of foreign object damage and missile exhaust degradation of 

engine performance. 
It is the unanimous opinion of the Board that competition between the contractors has 
achieved its purpose and any further refinements of competitive design 1s unjustified.” 
Quoted in [Ref. 32, Exhibit no. 19, p. 13]. 


ot 


C. THE REASONING BEHIND THE DECISION 

Two major decisions concerning the TFX were made bv McNamara against the 
advice of the uniformed militarv: the decision to produce a common aircraft to satisfv 
both Air Force and Navy tactical requirements, and the decision to award the 
production contract to General Dynamics. 

\{cNamara’s decision to produce a common aircraft for both the Air Force and 
the Navy was motvated by both a concern for costs and by an underlying suspicion of 
Service motives for wanting separately produced aircraft. The development of two 
separate aircraft would undoubtedly have been enormously expensive, perhaps more 
expensive than the country could afford. McNamara saw commonality as a solution, 
since (as he saw it) the aerodynamic characteristics of the aircraft needed by both 
services were roughly sinular. Moreover, the incredible amount of new technology to 
be incorporated into the design of the TFX would make the plane extremely versatile, 
so versatile that (in McNamara’s judgement), with only a minimum number of 
changes, the TFX could be adapted for Navy use. After all. the Navy was looking for a 
single-nussion aircraft, and the Air Force TFX would have multi-mission capability. By 
utulizing a common airframe, savings could be realized in a number of different areas. 
The development and tooling costs involved in producing a common aircraft would be 
much less than the costs involved in producing two. A large production run would 
result in further savings through economies of scale, and savings in the costs of 
maintaining the aircraft (spare parts, etc.) and training its pilots would reduce overall 
program costs still further. 

\icNamara came into office feeling that “an important part of his job is to 
stimulate innovation and reform” [Ref. 29, p. 153]. When the Navy reported (in 
response to Mcnamara’s original order to study the feaseabilitvy of a common aircraft) 
that the TFN would be unsuitable for Navy use, McNamara apparently interpreted 
that report as a reflection of inter-Service rivalry, another example of the Navy's 
wanting a separate aircraft simply to protect parochial Navy interests. Indeed, this 
suspicion was voiced within the uniformed military itself by TAC Commander General 


F. F. Everest, who focussed on the trans-oceanic capability proposed for the TFX: 


The Navy's problem was different . . . carriers can do the ferrying. The Navy 
didn’t need the plane and we thought they would see the TFX as a threat. If 
sonicone can Operate without relying on this forty-knot barge called a carrier, it 
demolishes the carrier. Carriers did a great job in the Pacific, but the TFX could 
make them less important: four hours to Europe vs. four days, from base to the 
Mediterranean. (Ref. 33, p. 180] 


A point apparently overlooked by both Everest and McNamara, however, was 


that Navy concerns about carrier compatibility were genuine: 


It (the Navy) had long ago established the fact that it needed relatively lighter 
planes for carrier landings (thus would need a 55,000 - pound TFX, compared to 
the 73.000 - pound Air Force design) with stronger tail sections (to take the 
arresting gear). Additionally, the Navy's tactical needs were so different that a 
common plane could be achieved only by limiting one service or the other on 


capabilites. The Navy... insisted that the TFX be no longer than fifty six feet, 
to fit the carrier elevators. This made for a short, relatively fat fuselage. But the 
Air Force fuselage had to be narrow and long.... [Ref. 33, p. 180]. 


There were further Navy concerns about accommodating the large radar needed in the 
aircraft. \{cNamara’s chief concern, however, was to see through his proposal; he 
apparently chose to interpret legitimate Navy concerns as an attempt to justify 
continued long term finding for large deck carriers. 

With the decision to force service cooperation made, the only major decision left 
to \{cNamara was the one of whom to choose to produce the aircraft. Again, 
\icNamara chose to overrule the recommendation of the uniformed military. Again, 
the issues were those of cost and perceived parochial Service interests. 

The disagreement centered primarily on differing priorities. In evaluating the 
Boeing and General Dynamics proposals, the services focussed on the aircralts’ 
capabilities, an understandable concern given that both the Air Force and the Navv 
felt they were already sacrificing some capability merely by having to utilize a common 
airframe. Cost was a concern in their deliberations, but a secondarv one. [or 
\f{cNamara, cost was the primary concern. This, too, is understandable given that the 
entire rationale for developing the TFX as a multi-service aircraft was that it would 
reduce overall defense expenditures. 

The Boeing proposal recommended by the Source Selection Board incorporated 
several design features (made possible by new technological developments) that gave it, 
in the Services’ eves, an advantage over the General Dvnanucs proposal. Boeing 
proposed placing the engine inlet scoops above the wings to eliminate the danger of 
foreign object damage to the engines on take off and reduce the possibility that the 
unstable air generated by a missile launch would cause engine stall.!? General 
Dvynaniics proposed mounting the engine inlets under the wings. Boeing proposed 


useing thrust reversers for braking; General Dynamics would use conventional spoilers. 





l3The missiles are mounted under the wings. 
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Boeing would utilize titanium in certain stress points on the aircraft; General Dvnamics 
proposed using conventional aluminum and steel technology. Finally, the bid submitted 
by Boeing was lower: a total of 5,364.3 million dollars vice a General Dvynaniics bid of 
5,455.5 million dollars. [Ref. 31, pp. 119-124] 

The technological innovations that made the Boeing proposal so attractive to the 
tnulitary were what made it unattractive to McNamara. The problem of “cost 
Optinusm’, the intentional underestimation of the research and development costs of 
new weapons systems by defense contractors, had plagued the militarv since World 
War I1.!* McNamara felt that both Boeing and the militarv were seriously 
underestimating the cost of developing the new, unproven technology Boeing had 
incorporated in its design proposal. The use of new materials such as titanium would 
entail not only substantial research and development costs, but would also require 
comparatively more testing, redesign and modification which could drive the cost of the 
TFX up even further. Moreover, the extensive use of new, unproven technology by 
Boeing was unnecessary. The concept of cost-effectiveness was predicated upon the use 
of realistic cost estimates to determine the most economical means of effectively 
meeting a strategic objective. By selecting the Boeing design, the nulitarv was 
proposing purchasing capabilities that, while nice to have, were not needed to meet the 
service missions of air superiority and fleet air defense; these nussions could be filled by 
either of the two proposed aircraft. 

Without reliable cost estimates and with no means of quantitatively measuring 
“superior performance’, the choice between Boeing and General Dynamics rested upon 
individual judgement. One cannot fault McNamara for exercising his judgement and 
making the final decision: that was the perogative of his office. One can and should, 
however, question the criteria upon which that judgement was based. Concluding that 
“the Air Force simply did not have an adequate system for estimating total program 
costs” [Ref. 31, p. 137] and that their cost estimates were unreliable, McNamara 
apparently relied upon little more than the”... rough judgements of the kind he had 
niade for many years with the Ford Motor Co.” [Ref. 31, p. 138]. In short, icNamara 
had a no more reliable method to determine by how much Boeing and General 


Dvnamics had underbid than did the Air Force, and he apparently based his decision 


4This was due largely to contractor attempts to lock the government into 
agreements that could be adjusted upwards after weapons svstem production began. 
The military, too, gained from “cost optimism”. Given limited service budgets, an 
optimistic cost estimate could make a prohibitively expensive new weapons svstein 
appear more affordable, and therefor more attractive to Congress. See [Ref. 31, p. 37]. 
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that the Boeing estimate was the more unreliable of the two on little more than 


intuition. Testifying before a Congressional Investigating conimittee, McNamara 
defended his decision with the rationale that: 


Although the Source Selection Board and the two chiefs of the services 
recommended the selection of the Boeing aircraft. they did so because they placed 
a greater emphasis on bonus performance characteristics, and lesser emphasis on 
my second objective and third objective, a high degree of dependability and the 


lowest possible cost... both [aircraft] would for all practical purposes meet the 
nulitary requirements . .. because in my opinion... the General Dynamics 
program offered greater . . . dependability and the lowest possible cost, I chose 


General dynamics as the source. (emphasis added) (Ref. 32, p. 28] 


This was far from meeting Enthoven’s standard that judgements on weapons systems ” 
be described in such a way that they can be subjected to checking, testing, 
criticism, debate . . . and possible refutation” [Ref. 29, p. 153]. The Senate 


subcommittee that convened to investigate McNamara’s decision 


. attempted throughout the hearings to find a credible rationale that would 
explain why the Secretaries had decided to buy the second best airplane at the 
higher price. The question, however, never was answered conclusively in a 
fashion that would allow an unequivocal determination to be made by the 
Suigeormmucee... .{Ref. 32, p. 17] 


Though Charles Hitch commented that under McNamara”... the uniformed 
nulitary have ... been given a greater opportunity to influence the Department’s 
programs than they ever had previously” [Ref. 30, p. 66], when M[cNamara felt that 
military priorities clashed with his own he simply rejected the miulitarv’s judgeiment 
outright. This is all the more surprising in that McNamara had introduced a 
management system that ostensibly placed high value on the presentation of 
“alternatives”. In the TFX case, McNamara did not even consult with the mulitarv 


before reaching his decision: 


The civilian secretaries had not discussed the decision with their Air Force and 
Navy advisors, nor had they consulted with them about the factors given in the 
memorandum!® for the record, until after the decision had been made and the 
document to justify it had been written. Then, late on the afternoon of November 
23, the dav before the public announcement, Secretary Zuckert!® 





lSThis memorandum detailed \icNamara’s objections to the Boeing proposal. 


l67uckert was then Secretary of the Air Force. 
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told General LeMay and General \[cKee of the decision, and when thev 
protested, he informed them that it was irrevocable. (Ref. 32, p. 15] 


The decision to award the TFX contract to General Dynamics proved politically 
embarrassing for McNamara, sparking two separate Congressional investigations. The 
program itself was a disaster. Testing of the F-111 (as the TFX was designated) showed 
the aircraft to have drag and stability problems as well as low maneuverability at high 
speeds and engine stall problems. Air Force specifications had called for a 200 mile 
Supersonic dash capability; the F-{!1 had a dash capabilitv of 30 miles. The goal of 
producing an aircraft suitable for both Air Force and Navv use never was realized. 
Structural weight increases (from a proposed weight of 38,804 pounds to 45,259 
pounds within just one year of the contract award) rendered the F-!!1! unsuitable for 
carrier use. The Navy did not purchase a single production F-I11, and ultimatelv 
developed the F-14 TOMCAT to replace the F-4. Most damning was the F-111’s cost. 
General Dynamic’s original estimate had called for a per-unit cost of 3.4 million 
dollars; by 1969 that cost had risen to 15.3 mullion dollars. [Ref. 32, pp. 54-66] 


D. THE MCNAMARA LEGACY 

Many of the innovations introduced by Robert McNamara have become 
institutionalized within the Department of Defense. The Defense Department 
formulates its budget proposals using the five vear framework first introduced by 
PPBS, and systems analysis and cost-effectiveness studies are utilized extensively by the 
Services in the development of new weapons systems. If one judges the legacy of 
Robert McNamara and his aides against the standard of unifying the Services and 
ending perceived inter-Service rivalry through the consolidation of decision making 
power, however, then the McNamara era ended tn failure. 

The culprit (if one must be found) was overconfidence: overconfidence in the 
ability to quantify objectives and remove uncertainty, and overconfidence in the ability 
of “proper management” techniques to resolve what were very real and inportant 
disagreements over policy among the heads of the uniformed military Services. [lopes 
for the success of program budgeting were not tempered by a respect for its limitations, 
nor by a realization that administrative Service unification was a far cry from real 
unification. “The administrative fusion of the military services in the Department of 
Defense”, wrote Colonel Robert Ginsburgh in 1964, “has not been accompanied by a 


fusion of their corporate loyalties, which remain attached to the individual services” 
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[Ref. 34, p. 257]. The question which remains unanswered is whether there should even 
be a unification of the Services. 

The role of adversarial politics in government (akin to the notion that 
competition breeds success) has long been accepted by most Americans. Indeed, the 
open airing of honest differences among dedicated and well-meaning individuals lies at 
the root of the American governmental system of checks and balances. As applied to 
defense. however, adversarial politics have come to be regarded as unseemly. Given 
the umportance of their charge (the defense of the country), the uniformed men in the 
defense establishment should somehow be above such things as arguments over 
individual Service funding levels. When disagreement does exist within the defense 
establishment, it is seen not as honest concern over service roles but as “parochialism” 
Or “interService rivalry”. What goes unrecognized by proponents of Defense 
reorganization, however, is that without clear, unambiguous long-term national 
Objectives, disagreements among dedicated men over service roles will exist, and 
regardless of defense organizational structure, these national objectives are unlikelv to 
be set by a President who operates within a pluralistic, adversarial governmental 
structure that Operates through conciliation and compromise. 

Nevertheless, attention continued to focus upon the need to legislate cooperation 
within the Defense Department organization. The Rockefeller Committee on Defense 
Department Reorganization reported in 1953 that “it was not expected in 1947 when 
the National Security Act was adopted, or in 1949 when it was amended, that the 
national security organization should be closed to further improvement” [Ref. 35, p. 2]. 
During the Reagan administration, public attention would again be focused upon how 
the allocation of funds among the individual Services reflected U.S. national objectives. 
Internal service declaratory strategies would be seen by some (as they had during the 
\{cNamara era) not as frameworks for strategic thought, but simply as disjointed 
service justifications for a larger share of the defense budget. The call for Defense 


reform would begin anew. 
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V. THE PHOENIX EFFECT: THE REEMERGENCE OF THE ISSUES 


In the vears following Detense Secretary Robert McNamara’s failed attempt to 
unify the services and end parochial inter-service rivalry through the centralization of 
Defense decision-making power, the administration of the Services became increasinglv 

@ de-centralized. The Planning, Programming and Budgeting Svstem was retained bv the 
Defense Department, but each of the Services tailored the system to suit their own 
particular Service needs [Ref. 36, p. I41]. In the aftermath of the Vietnam War, public 
debate continued over what constituted appropriate funding levels for each of the 
Services and how these levels were set by the Administration, debate which was 
heightened during the recession-plagued vears of the Carter Administration. Perceived 
inconsistencies in the Carter Administration’s national military strategy and the failed 
military attempt to rescue the Iranian Embassv hostages served to further fuel public 
concern over joint Service coordination and planning. 

President Ronald Reagan took office in 1981 pronusing to rebuild what he saw as 
an underfunded military that had suffered increasing neglect in the years following the 
Vietnam War. His stated goal of a 600-ship Navy, centered around [5 carrier battle 
groups, was publicly championed bv his newly appointed Secretary of the Navy John 
Lehman. Lehman publicly linked the goal of a 600-ship Navy to a national maritime 
strategy that he cited as “a major change in strategy” [Ref. 37, p. 13], a change from a 
“low-threat, pulled back” strategy to one which emphasized a forward defense posture 
which would carry the fight to the enemy should deterrence fail [Ref. 38, p. 18]. The 


Maritime Strategy was touted by Lehman as 


. a coherent intellectual framework for the allocations of scarcities and the 
resources we have, to provide a logical system to make the right kind of choices 
of how to train people, how to equip them, what kind of svstems to buy... 
something ... which we have never had since World War II. [Ref. 39, p. 85] 


[ronically, Lehman’s very success in publicizing the Maritime Strategy and 
achieving his goal of a 600-ship Navy helped to further the cause of Congressional 
proponents of Department of Defense (DOD) organizational reform. For many, the 
Maritime Strategy came to be linked less with the Navy than with John Lehman (an 


ardent DOD reform opponent). For the proponents of Defense reform, the Maritime 
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Strategy was seen not as an element of a coherent national strategy, but rather as 
further evidence of continuing Navy parochialism, a strategy ” driven more by 
competition over constrained defense resources than by clearheaded strategic analysis” 
[Ref. 3, p. 33]. The Navy's success in developing a strategy that incorporated its air, 
surface, and subsurface warfare components into a global strategic framework was 
cited as evidence of the inability of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) to do the same on a 


national level, and thus was evidence of the need for JCS reform: 


. the JCS and the Joint Staff have not been an effective force in strategy 
planning. The reason is that the individual Services dominate the joint process. 
Today the Army, Navy, Air Force and Marine Corps vie with each other for the 
resources necessary to carry out their own Service-oriented strategies ... the 
Navy has pressed for a Maritime Strategy, while the Army has put forward a 
Continentalist approach in which its forces would play a more effective role. Both 
compete for the Air Force’s strategic air power interests. The prize is the 
resources that would allow them to shape ferces in molds of their own individual 
making. [Ref. 3, p. 41] 


The misperceptions surrounding the Maritime Strategy - the misinterpretations of 
its origins, its purpose, and the confusion of the Maritime Strategy with operational 
war plans - have risen due both to the manner in which the Strategy was publicized by 
the Navy, and to the prejudices and preconceptions of the proponents of DOD reform. 
An examination of how a strategy that the Navy developed as a framework for 
Strategic thought (something which Congress itself has claimed the Navy was lacking) 
came to be used in Congress as evidence of the need for DOD reform provides an 


interesting perspective on the politics of Defense reorganization. 


A. THE MARITIME STRATEGY 

The Maritime Strategy has come to be closely linked, both in the press and in 
Congress, with Navy Secretary John Lehman and his goal of a 600-ship Navy. The 
major precepts of the Maritime Strategy (its emphasis on a global perspective, forward 
deployment, and the need for an allied coalition to carry the war at sea to the enemys 
homeland should deterrence fail), however, are based upon long-held assumptions 
which have driven Navy force structure planning since at least the late 1940's. Shortly 
after World War II, Fleet Admiral Chester Nimitz wrote that offensive operations were 


crucial to the successful prosecution of war at sea, even in a defensive war: 


. the Navy should be used in the initial stages of such a war to project its 
weapons against vital enemy targets on land, the reduction of which is the basic 
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objective of warfare... it is the function of the Navy to carry the war to the 
enemy so that it will not be fought on United States soil. [Ref. 40, p. 536] 


The premise that the U.S. Navy's force structure should be developed around the 
twin pillars of strategic deterrence and power projection ashore, the ability to conduct 
offensive rather than strictly defensive operations, is not new but rather is a recurring 
theme echoed time and again by the Navy's uniformed leadership. It is a theme found 
both in the Navy's professional literature!’ and in more widely accessible publications 


such as Foreign Affairs: 


Today, the US Navy's force structure and capabilities enable it to perform in: (1) 
Strategic deterrence; (2) naval presence; (3) sea control (assertion and denial); and 
(4) projection of power ashore .... There can and should be reasonable debate 
on naval force structure. It should be a three step process. Step one is to size up 
our naval strategic deterrence forces on the basis of what constitutes a credible 


deterrent. ... Step two ts to Size Up Our [orcesuicn tienpl crectlonmeimpe. cmon 
the basis of our overseas interests and commitments 2 step three sista 
assess the naval balance in the areas of naval presence and sea control... . (Ref. 


41, pp. 343-353] 


The basic strategic assumptions that naval force structure planning must be 
based upon the global projection of power on the enemv’s homeland, and that the 
successful prosecution of such a forward strategy would require a peacetime Navy that 
included fifteen carrier battle groups, were made explicit to Congress as early as 1970. 
During joint Senate-House Armed Services Committee hearings on the CVA-70 nuclear 


aircraft carrier, then Chief of Naval Operations Admiral Thomas Moorer testified: 


The Fundamental matters on which you must make a judgement are far wider 
and of deeper significance than whether or not the Navy should be authorized to 
proceed with the construction of this third Nimutz class nuclear carrier. 


In my view the basic issue extends to the overall role that the Navv does now... 

In this respect it necessarily involves in a very real sense the entire forward 
defense posture, which is the undergirding concept of our national defense 
strategy. [Ref. 42. p. 15] 


That this strategy was linked to a force structure of [5 carrier battle groups was 


emphasized to the Committee by Rear Admiral Holloway: 


7 Articles stressing the necessity of a coalition maritime strategy based on 
conducting offensive operations in wartime to protect NATO’s northern flank appeared 
in 1969 in the Vaval Har College Review. 
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This Nation’s military strategy is predicated on a forward posture, with critical 
reliance placed on our overseas allies and our forward deployed forces .... 


The final decision made by the Secretary of Defense, after consideration of all 
factors, including budgetary constraints, was that an approved force level of 15 
CVAs in fiscal vear 1970 was sufficient to accomplish the objectives of the 
strategic Concept with a degree of risk considered acceptable. [Ref. 42, pp. 9, 26] 


Neither the basic concepts of the Maritime Strategy, then, nor their link to a 15 
carrier Navy were new when Secretary Lehman took office in 1981. What was new was 
the receptiveness shown these concepts by the new Administration. In 1978 the Navy 
had attempted to codify these assumptions of the Navy's role (assumptions that were 
implicit to Naval strategic thought and force planning) in the force planning document 
Sea Plan 2000. This document was rejected by the Carter administration, which had 
decided to place its defensive military emphasis on the ground forces of the NATO 
central front at the expense of naval ship construction [Ref. 43, p.137]. 

With the election of Ronald Reagan, who had campaigned on a platform 
emphasizing the need for increased defense spending for all of the Services, Naval force 
planning received a new impetus. The force planning assumptions codified in Sea Plan 
2000, assumpuons which were publically delineated in 1979 by Admiral Thomas 
Hayward [Ref. 44], were re-packaged and publically presented in 1983 as the U-S. 
Navy's Mfaritime Strategy, a strategy “ ... firmly set in the context of national 
strategy, emphasizing coalition warfare and the criticality of allies, and demanding 
cooperation with our sister services”, a strategy reflecting a national strategy “... built 


on three pillars: deterrence, forward defense, and alliance solidarity” [Ref. 38, p. 4]. 


B. THE SELLING OF STRATEGY 

The Maritime Strategy publically codified, in one document, implicit Navy 
assumptions on the role of naval forces in a global war and the underlying assumptions 
behind the Navy's force structure planning policies, placing these assumptions in a 
national strategic perspective. As such, it served several purposes, both for the 
uniformed Navwv and for Secretary Lehman. For the uniformed Navy, the Maritime 
Strategy was intended “to promote discussion inside and outside of the naval 
profession” [Ref. 45, p. 84]. In an attempt to provide a baseline framework in which 
surface, subsurface, and aviation sailors could see their roles in a unified context, the 
Strategy summarized ” . . . the best collective professional judgement of the senior 
uniformed and civilian naval leadership of how to employ maritime forces to deter war 


or - should war come - to meet U.S. objectives” [Ref. 45, p. 84]. 
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For Navy Secretary John Lehman (and his Navy representatives in Congressional 
appropriations hearings), the Maritime Strategy provided a framework within which he 
could justify his budget requests to Congress. The Maritime Strategy was used to 
show that, unlike the requests of previous adininistrations, the enormous military 
budget increases sought by the Reagan Admunistration were based upon the 
requirements of a coherent, long range national defense strategy of which the Maritime 


Strategy was a component. The Reagan proposal to fund a 600-ship Navy was 


. not based on ‘by guess and by golly’, but is an outgrowth of having a 
dynamic strategy. The Maritime Strategy is a framework from which our whole 
budget, exercises, and operations are developing. ... it 1s the first time we laid it 
all out in one document - in writing - and then started to use it as a total 
framework for our efforts, from POM [Program Objective Memorandum] process 
to war games ... that 1s whv we published an unclassified version of the 
Maritime Strategy in the Naval Institute’s Proceedings. Since we were accused of 
not really having a strategy, 1t seemed prudent to show our critics that we do 
have a strategy. [Ref. 46, p. 9] 


Lehman’s very success in achieving his goal of a 600-ship Navy and linking it to 
the Maritime Strategy, however, led to a public association of the Maritime Strategy 
not so much with the Navy as with Lehman himself. A large part of this association 
arose from the manner in which the Strategy was presented and publicized. 

The Maritime Strategy was publicized as the driving force behind all aspects of 


Navy Department operations and administration: 


. OUr maritime strategy gives coherence and direction to how we allocate 
money among competing tvpes of ships, different accounts for spare parts, 
missile systems, and defense planning. It provides guidelines to aid us in 
allocating both resources and shortages... (it) provides us with a framework 
within which to train our forces. [{Ref. 47, p. 108] 


Leliman presented the Maritime Strategy not as the outgrowth of an ongoing process 
of naval strategic thought, however, not as the codification of long held Navy force 
planning assumptions, but rather as a dramatic break with the past, “a major change in 
naval strategy” [Ref. 37. p. 13]. It was a coherent framework that was a departure 
from the “basically inconsistent” naval shipbuilding strategies of the previous decade 
(Ref. 43, p. 140]. The Maritime Strategy was derived from the national strategy of 
President Ronald Reagan; it was the binding force behind a 600-ship Navy that was 
the goal of the Reagan Administration when it took office, and that Administration 


was represented in the Navy by John Lehman: 
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. the number (of 600 ships) was not plucked out of a hat, nor derived from 
some mathematical formula... . The national strategy is decided by the 
President of the United States ... we have derived our maritime strategy from 
that national strategy .. . (and) the force structure, the number of ships, units, 
facilities and aircraft necessary to carry out that strategy, the 600 ships, if vou 
will. . . . so to summarize, Mr. Chairman, we have a 600-ship Navy objective 
that is being achieved. It is derived with very rigorous logic from the naval tasks 
provided to us by our national defense strategy, which is decided by the President 


of the United States and which is based on our vital interests around the world. 
fives? pp: 13, S7| 


Further linking the Maritime Strategy in the public mind to Secretary Lehman 
was the fact that the Strategy was championed by Lehman himself. Previously. strategy 
had been seen by most as something to be discussed by the uniformed Naw. In 
pleading the case for a third Nimitz-class carrier before the joint Senate - Hlouse Armed 


Services Conimittee in 1970, then Navy Secretary Jolin Chafee stated: 


1 would like to make it clear that I support this carrier... . This new carrier is 
not associated with particular force levels. It is needed to handle our modern 
aircraft, and it is needed to give the so-called long legs and mobility that is 
needed in the modern era. [Ref. 42, p. 4] 


[It was then left to Admirals Moorer and Hollowav to explain the strategy upon which 
the request was based. When Secretary Lehman publicized the Maritime Strategy 
himself, supported by the admirals, it was a break with tradition that created the 
linpression that Lehman himself had played a large role in the Strategy’s authorship. '® 
This linkage of the Maritime Strategy with the political agenda of Secretary Lehman 
would result in misperceptions about and criticism of the Strategy bv Defense 
reformers when Lehman publically opposed what would become the Department of 


Defense Reorganization Act of 1986. 


Coe THEsPOLbhIGS-ORSTRATEGY 
The Reagan Administration’s success in gaining legislative approval to increase 
the size of the Navy from approximately 450 to 600 ships caused concern in some 


quarters of Congress as to whether the Adnunistration’s military budget allocations 


'SThis point was not lost on Lehman’s Congressional critics. Lehman was 
criticized for his perceived role in developing the Maritime Strategy on the floor of the 
House of Representatives by Congressman McCurdy: ”.. . it is clear in all these 
debates that we have seen that the service Secretaries have not always been plaving on 
even fields. We have a Navy Secretary who has established a very strong office. He 1s 
now involved with strategy”. [Ref. 1, p. [110423] 
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were unduly favoring the Navy at the expense of the Army’s ground forces strength in 
Europe. Congress was growing increasingly exasperated over the perceived inability of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff to present unified military advise to the President and 
“transcend service interests” when it came to budgetary allocation questions [Ref. 1, p. 
H10392]. The terrorist attack which killed 241 Marines at the Beirut Airport and the 
perception of “poor interservice cooperation” in the Grenada invasion further fueled 
concern over the elfectiveness of the JCS organizational structure in developing joint 
operational plans and strategies (Ref. 1. p. H10392]. 
e Congress began holding hearings in 1982 to examine ways to increase efficiency 
within the JCS organization by amending Title 10 of the U.S. Code. Based upon the 
testimony of several former Defense Secretaries and former JCS members, Congress 
proposed strengthening the JCS organization by increasing the power of the JCS 
Chairman, giving him power that would in effect make him a military chief of staff 
(sinular to the proposals that had been favored by Presidents Truman and Eisenhower). 
The proposal worked out by Congressional committees would designate the Chairman 
as the “principal military advisor to the President, the National Security Council, and 
the Secretary of Defense” [Ref. 1, p. H10392]. This fundamental change to the JCS 
Chairman's role was seen by reform proponents as a necessary step to end what thev 
saw as inter-Service rivalry. It would in effect give the JCS Chairman a voice 
independent of the pressures of the Service Chiefs. Rather than seeking consensus 
among the Service Chiefs as in the past, as the principal advisor to the President on 
defense matters the Chairman would be free to take whatever position he saw fit. The 
Chairman could, in effect, overrule the Service Chief's opinions on a matter and make 
the “difficult choices” that were required to “deal effectively with fundamental military 
issues” such as budgetary priorities [Ref. 1, p. H10394]. The Congressional conimittee 
decided that the JCS Chairman needed the power to “~ .. . integrate the 
recommendations of the unified and specified commanders, establish priorities, and 
provide civilian authorities a coherent set of combatant command proposals” [Ref. 1, p. 
Fi 10398). 

The proposed changes would be a dramatic departure from the then current 
Operating procedures of the JCS, which many in Congress saw as fundamentally 


flawed: 


... the JCS frequently acts as a negotiating forum in which each service seeks to 
maximize its position through bargaining ... the JCS is a group that arrives at 
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Its positions either by dividing along the lines of the competing interests or 
negotiating a mutually acceptable consensus in which each member supports the 
claims of the others. [Ref. 1, p. 1110392] 


Other major provisions of what became known as the “Goldwater - Nichols 


Defense Reorganization Act of 1986”: 


required the JCS Chairman to review Service budget proposals and advise the 
Secretary ol Defense as to their impact on the unified and specified commands 


created the position of Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who would 
outrank all other nulitary officers other than the JCS Chairman and serve as 
acting JCS Chairman in the Chairman’s absence 


established the chain of command for the unified and specified commands as 
running directly from the President to the Secretarv of Defense to the unified 
and specified commanders 


gave the unified and specified commanders veto authority over the selection of 
their subordinate commanders 


required the President to submit an annual report to Congress on the national 
security strategy of the United States 


established joint duty service as a requirement of all officers prior to promotion 
to flag rank. [Ref. 2] 


[In the Congressional hearings conducted on the proposals for DOD 


reorganization, one of the most vocal opponents of the proposed reforms was Navy 


Secretary Lehman. Lehman’s criticism of the proposed reforms addressed the basic 


issue of Defense reorganization, that of the utility of competition in providing a system 


of checks and balances. Lehman testified before the House Armed Services Committee 


that the “outworn and bankrupt theory of centralization and bureaucratic solution” 


pvet. 
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3, p. 193] (the underlving premise of attempts to legislate Service cooperation) 


would only result in the “overbureaucratization ” [Ref. 5, p. 193] of the military: 


[ have difficultv understanding the complaints by many who propose reform that 
the JCS cannot reach agreement and that the papers they all sign end up being 
the lowest common denominator. That is exactly as it should be. A Secretary of 
Defense and a President ought to demand disagreement. How can there not be 
disagreement over approaches to the greatest issues of war and peace in a 
democracv.... If we allow the proposals... to bring all of the CINCs tnto a 
subordinate position under a unified Chairman who then transmits upward and \ 
downward, and translates to the civilian authority,!? then we have removed from 
civilian authority any decision making and choice-making on these essential / 
Mincetions™ .. Whe pieture vou see here in Congress is grotesquely distorted, 


' Lehman was referring to the proposal that the JCS Chairman review Service 


budget requests to determine their impact on the unified and specified commands. 
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with the interservice rivalry dimension blown all out of proportion to what is 
really going on. Yes, there has to be a very strong unifVing grip on the Pentagon, 
and [ submit that the Secretary of Defense is providing that today. 
Institutionally, that is where the grip should be and not in a uniformed officer's 
hands. [Ref os, pp. 195-1 ae 


o Lehman argued that the centralization of decision-making power in the JCS 
would increase efficiency, but at the price of reducing the options presented to the 
President. For the proponents of Defense reform, however, Lehman’s arguments were 
simply a continuation of a Navy tradition of fighting to retain power at all costs. Navy 
arguments for Service autonomy Were seen as motivated less by concerns over the 


proper allocation of decisron-making power than bv selfish Navy parochialism: 


Part of the reason for the tension between the joint arena and Service interests 1s 
historical. Prior to World War II, the Navv was the dominant Service.... The 
heated debates in 1946, over proposals to unify the nation’s defense 
responsibilities, foreshadowed today’s problems. The Navy saw no reason then to 
surrender the power it had accrued and 1s just as reluctant to do so todav.. 
The Navy has repeatedly objected to any provision that would weaken their 
ability to control their own budget, or retain their air or land arms. Today the 
Navy prefers “de-organization” to reorganization for the same reasons. But the 
Navy is rgnoring the glaring inadequacies of our joint system - inadequacies that 
largely result from perpetuating the imbalance between the separate services and 
{he jOInt SVsteni., (incl con pemo) | 


Just as Secretary Lehman’s opinions on the merits of healthy inter-Service 
competition were seen as motivated by parochial Navv self interests, so too the 
Maritime Strategy which had come to be associated with Lehman was misinterpreted 
as simply a Navy oriented strategy designed to justify what was seen as the Navy's 
inordinate share of the military budget. To reform proponents, the Maritime Strategy 
was not a component of a national defense strategy, a strategy which was a 
complement to the strategies of the other Services, but rather the Maritime Strategv 
was in direct competition with those of the other Services, and “the taxpayers cannot 


afford to fund three different national military strategies’“? [Ref. 1, p. H10415]. 


“OThe question of how well the various “service strategies” complement each 
other is a specious one in that the three service strategies most commonly cited (the 
Navy's Maritime Strategy, the Air Forces Air-Land 2000 and the Army's Field 
Manual 100-5) are not constructed in such a way as to allow for direct comparison. 
The Maritime Strategy focuses on the employment of naval forces in a global war and 
examines the Navy's military role from a global, scenario dependent perspective. In 
Field Manual 100-5, however, “the Armiv’s air-land battle intentionally avoids strategic 
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The extent to which the Maritime Strategy was misinterpreted by those 
proponents of Defense reform eager to support their accusations of Navv parochialism 
1s most clearly illustrated by their confusion of the Strategy With operational war plans. 
In explaining the Maritime Strategy to Congress and the public, both Lehman and the 
Navy's uniformed leadership were careful to stress that the Maritime Strategy was not 


an operational war plan or a battlefield prescription: 


It is important to understand the levels of analysis we are talking about when we 
sav ‘strategy’. Strategy has different meanings when applied to different levels of 
discourse. When we deal with the maritime strategy that the Chief of Naval 
Operations, the Commandant and I carry out for the Secretary of Defense, we 
are speaking about the miost intelligent application of Navy and Marine Corps 
force structure to accomplish the overall national strategy. We do not fight the 
battles. we do not pick the times and places of deployments. We provide the 
resources and the trained and modernized forces for the theater commanders .. . 
to apply their war-fighting strategies. All too often, this confusion is rampant in 
the literature from the ‘Beltway Bandits’ and the think tanks, and the armchair 
Strategists in confusing the one with the other.... The system is currently set 
up for the unified and specified commanders to fight the actual wars. They report 
directly to the Secretary of Defense and that is how we derive the maritime 
options for carrying out the national strategy. [Ref. 47, p. 26] 


This and numerous other similar explanations were conveniently overlooked bv 
critics in the press and in Congress. In articles in the press, the Maritime Strategy was 
explained to the public not as an intellectual baseline framework for strategic thought. 
but as the Navw's “war plans” and “the Navv’s plan for victory in Europe” [Ref. 49, pp. 
40-41]. This public confusion carried over into the Congressional hearings on DOD 
reform by proponents of JCS reform (who presumably should have known better), who 
cited the Maritime Strategy as an example of the failure of the JCS organizational 
structure to formulate joint war plans. A former director of the Heritage Foundation 


Defense Assessment Project testified: 


Service parochialism is as ubiquitous as it is legendary, and the Services, which 
the Chiefs individually represent, cooperate only grudgingly .... The current 
approach to strategy formulation is a prime example of this difficulty . 

Bevond the goal of deterring nuclear war, the Navy has pressed for a Maritime 
Strategy, while the Army has put forward a Continentalist approach in which its 
forces would play a more central role... . This situation is unsatisfactory. 
American military strategies must be based on an evaluation of the nation’s 





issues, and instead focuses on the operational problems associated with winning an air- 
land campaign for a generic theater conumander” [Ref. 48, p. 26]. 
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interests and objectives - and the threat to those interests and objectives. Military 
strateg¥ formulation should be handled by the Joint Statf. in coordination with 
the commanders of the combatant commands (CINCs) and _ Services. 
Subordinate operational plans should be developed by the CINCs and approved 
by the JCS. Only then can decisions be made about the force structures - the way 
the Services organize to fight. [Ref: 3, pp. 41-42] 


Despite the fact that the Maritime Strategy is not an operational war plan, and 
was not designed as a budgetary counterweight to the Army's “continentalist 
strategy’,7! the type of flawed rhetoric cited above gradually achieved the status of a 
truism. It was repeatedly cited on the floor of Congress by reform proponents eager to 
support their contention that Navy objections to the Goldwater - Nichols Act were 
based less upon concerns for the welfare of the country than upon a desire to preserve 


Navy power and protect parochial Navy self-interests. 


D. THE DRIVE FOR FURTHER REFORM 

It is probably true that the misperceptions about the Maritime Strategy 
contributed onlv superficially to the passage of the Goldwater - Nichols Department of 
Defense Reorganization Act on October 1, 1986. Yet, the continuing misinterpretation 
of the Strategy, and the manner in which it was used to further the cause of 
reorganization, reveals much about the politics of Defense reform. 

Every Congressional attempt to legislate inter-Service cooperation by centralizing 
Defense decision-making power in the hands of a uniformed Chief of Staff since World 
War II has been opposed by the Navy. Navy concerns have centered on the 
contention that onlv through a competitive process (the cornerstone of the American 
political system of checks and balances) can all Defense viewpoints and options be 
fully aired and considered, and an overcentralization of power would only serve to 
reduce the options available to civilian authority. Ironically, over the past four decades 
these concerns have come to be seen as “parochialism” and “self-interest”, legitimate 
Navy concerns themselves seen as evidence of the need for reform. Congressional 
reformers charge that the de-centralized force planning system traditionally favored by 
the Navy, a system which favors negotiation among competing interests to gain 
consensus, is dangerous to the security of the country. A point which has gone 
unaddressed by these critics is why such a system is any more dangerous than a 


Congressional budget appropriations process which functions this very same wavy. 


“1A point addressed in [Ref. 50]. 
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The Maritime Strategy has become in many respects a victim of its authors’ 
ambitions. That it is intended to be so many things - an impetus for strategic thought, 
a framework for force structure and training, a guideline for the employment of naval 
forces - has perhaps contributed to its being interpreted in wavs best suited to the 
needs and preconceptions of the interpreter. Being so closely tied in the public mind to 
a Navy Secretary who opposed Defense reform, the Maritime Strategy was interpreted 
bv reform proponents as simply a justification for the funding of an offensive Navy 
posture dear to parochial Navy interests. Whether the Maritime Strategy will prove 
resilient and flexible enough to survive as a vehicle for strategic thought after the 


Reagan Administration has left office remains to be seen. 
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VI. THE LATEST RESOLUTION: THE GOLDWATER - NICHOLS ACT 


Given the deluge of post-mortems that have attempted to fix blame for the 
perceived failures of the military to coordinate operations during the Vietnam conflict, 
coupled with the attention given to the supposed incompatibilities of the individual 
Service strategies that have driven procurement during the Reagan Administration, it 
Was perhaps inevitable that Congress should once again focus its attention upon 
reforming the Defense Department organizational structure. Further impetus to the 
drive for reform that began in the early 1980s was provided by the terrorist attack on 
the Marine forces in Lebanon, the failure of the Iran hostage rescue mission, and the 
reported coordination difficulties between Armv and Navy units in Grenada. “These 
failures,” noted a staff report to the Senate Armed Services Committee. “dramatically 
illustrate the inadequate attention paid to the conduct of joint operations. The fault 
rests both with the Army and the Navy” [Ref. 51, p. 367}. These “dramatic 
illustrations” of the weaknesses of the Defense planning svstem have been cited 
repeatedly before Congressional committees by critics who have argued for structural 
reform of the defense organization. In the words of former Defense Secretary James 


Schlesinger: 


. in the absence of structural reform... [ feel that the Unitedestatesa ai 
obtain neither the best militarv advice, nor the effective execution of military 
plans, nor the provision of military capabilities commensurate with the fiscal 
resources provided, nor the most advantageous deterrence and defense posture 
available to the nation. [Ref. 51, p. IIT] 


While the evidence of defense organizational weaknesses cited by reform 
proponents was new, however, the basic issues were not. The hearings on defense 
reorganization conducted by both the House and the Senate centered upon the now 
familiar issue of the tension between Service autonomy and military unification. With 
its focus once again upon the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Congress had come full circle in its 
efforts to centralize defense decision-making power.” In 1947, Congress had focused 
upon the power and role of the JCS: in 1958, upon the role of the Secretary of 
Defense: now, Congress was once again dealing with the issue of dissent among the 
Joint Chiefs. 
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The issues raised in the latest Congressional debates over the merits of 
establishing a single Chief of Staff to end perceived Service parochialism are strikingly 
sumilar to those raised in 1949 and 1958. Again, the inability of the Service Chiefs to 
transcend the interests of their own Services for the good of the nation as a whole was 
cited as evidence of the need for reform. The issue of the inherent weaknesses in the 


system of coordinating policies by committee was raised in the 1949 hearings: 


Interservice rivalies indicate a lack of understanding of the fact that military 
security depends upon cooperation and balance among the Army, Navy, and Air 
Force, and upon the creation of a genuinely unified military arm .... Some part 
of these weaknesses undoubtedly can be traced to the newness of the 
organization, but this Commission believes that they show serious organizational 
defects. For another thing, they (the JCS) appear to be too deeply immersed in 
the point of view of their particular services. Since they occupy dual roles - thev 
are leads of separate services as well as members of the Joint Chiefs - they must, 
perforce, be advocates. [Ref. 52, pp. 6, 26] 


These same weaknesses were cited again in 1958: 


SENATOR STEVENS. Well, just as a practical matter here when I first came on 
the committee We heard something said about something having been approved 
by the Joint Chiefs. That had a certain meaning to me then, and it does not have 
that meaning now. because we have been told many times that there is never any 
vote taken. I do not see how you reach decisions, unless you imagine that there 
Is never anv disagreement ainong them about various matters. We hear all the 
Mime Out disagreement among the services... .[Ref. 53, p. 38] 


Earlier attenipts to correct these structural weaknesses in the JCS organization, 
however, were seen by the 1980s as having failed to solve the problem of the conflict 


between Service interests and the national interest: 


... particularly with regard to issues that involve service interests, the advice of 
the JCS as a corporate body at present is often inadequate. The joint military 
system is slow to develop formal military positions. As a result, JCS advice often 
is not available when needed. When formal advice is finally rendered, its form 
and substance has been so diluted bv the joint staffing process, which in effect 
gives each service a veto on everv word, that it is of little use to civilian leaders. 
The issues on which the Joint Chiefs of Staff allegedly stumbles relate to cross- 
service decisions, such as those concerning resource allocation, roles and 
missions. unified and specified command structure and functioning, Joint doctrine 
and joint training. [Ref. 54. pp. 5, 9] 
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e Congress was deternuned to end these problems with the Goldwater - Nichols 
Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986. As summarized earlier, the Act 
makes significant changes to the organizational structure of the Department of 
Defense, particularly the Joint Chiefs of Staff structure as delineated in Title 10 of the 


Lnited States Code. As stated by Senator Sam Nunn: 


These changes are designed to correct problems that have been evident in the 
Department of Defense for many vears. These problems include lack of 
interservice cooperation, poor quality of collective advice from the Joint Chiefs, 
cumbersome chains of command, inadequate authority of the war-fighting 
commianders in the field and excessive bureaucracy at every level. [Ref. 55, p. 
S126353} 


Assessing the impact of, the Goldwater - Nichols Department of Defense 
Reorganization Act of 1986 is difficult in that many of the mandated changes are only 
now being implemented. By assessing the most potentially far-reaching changes of the 
Act (those affecting the roles of the Unified and Specified commanders, the changes to 
joint duty requirements and the role of the Joint Staff, and the redistribution of 
authority within the JCS organization) in the light of historical experience and current 
reality, however, one should gain some insight as to the probable effectiveness of the 


changes in increasing efficiency and ending Service rivalry. 


A. THE UNIFIED AND SPECIFIED COMMANDS 

¢ While some provisions of the Goldwater - Nichols Act are designed to clarify the 
chain of command of the Unified and Specified commanders [Ref. 2, sec. 163 (a)(1)}, 
the majority of the changes in the Unified and Specified command structure mandated 
bv the Act are designed to increase the input of the commanders into the process of 
' developing budgetarv and force structure priorities. This input, it is hoped, will help to 
redirect funding into vital areas traditionally ignored by the individual Services (such as 


airlift and sealift). The changes are designed to alleviate a situation where: 


The authority of the unified combatant commanders remains extremely limited. 
They have weak authority over their service component commands; limited 
influence over resources, personnel and joint training; and little abilitv to 
promote greater unification within their commands. As a result, the unified 
combatant commands remain loose confederations of single-service forces which 
are often unable to provide effective unified action across the spectrum of 
military missions. (Ref. 56, p. $5463] 
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To correct this, the 1986 Act designates the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
as “the spokesman for the commanders of the combatant commands, especially on the 
operational requirements of their commands”. It directs the Chairman to “confer with 
and obtain information from the commanders of the combatant commands with 
respect to the requirements of their commands,” to “evaluate and integrate such 
information,” and to “advise and make recommendations to the Secretary of Defense 
with respect to the requirements of the combatant commands, individually and 
eoleeuves Ref. 2. seem G3] 

The Act further provides that the Defense Secretary periodically review the 
budgets of the Unified and Specified commands “for those aspects of administration 
and support” necessary for the conmmanders to meet their missions [Ref. 2, sec. 164(b)]. 
and to include in the annual Defense budget submitted to Congress a separate budget 
for each of the Unified and Specified commands to include “funding proposals for such 
activiues of the combatant conimand(s) as the Secretary . . . determines to be 


appropriate for inclusion” [Ref. 2, sec. 166]. 


While Congressional motives for making these changes (the desire to increase ° 


efficiency in the allocation of resources) are certainly laudable, their effectiveness in 
altering the budget prioritization process within the Defense Department is likely to be 
nuxed at best. The Act may certainly increase the efficiency by which funding for areas 
such as training 1s allocated for the individual components within a Unified or Specified 
conmimand, but the competition for the allocation of funds between these commands 
gives rise to questions that must still be resolved as they are today, by the office of the 
Secretary of Defense and the individual Service administrative departments. 
Congressional expectations that because of this Act the Unified and Specified 
comunanders will have a greater sav in the distribution of funds between combat and 
support elements are likely to remain unfulfilled because the Act does not address the 


complexities of a Programming, Planning and Budgeting system that operates on a 


a 


/ 


five-vear budgetary cycle and has been tailored by each of the Services to suit# 


individual Service needs (see Ref. 36). The Unified and Specified commanders simply"' 


ee 
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do not have the staffing necessary to become deeplv involved in the weapons systems 
acquisition process. Even if they did, there is little evidence to suggest that they would 
be any more likely to divert scarce funds from firepower to support and logistics assets 
than are the individual Service Chiefs. As for expectations that increased Unified and 


Specified command input into the budgetary process will result in a greater conimand 
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ability to deal with “low-level” contingencies, these, too, likely to remain unfulfilled be 


cause the Unified commanders, like the individual Services, orient their planning 


towards “worst case” rather than “most likely” scenarios. 


The effectiveness of the 1986 Act in achieving the goal of promoting greater 


efficiency in the allocation of resources between the Unified and Specified commands is 


further limited in that the framers of the Act have seemingly ignored the Congressional 


® inputs into the defense budgetarv process. Increasing the efficiency of the Defense 


oo” 


Department 1s not as simple a matter as merely eliminating perceived inter-Service 


rivalry, establishing priorities, and developing a coherent set of budget proposals. Any 


such budget, no matter how coherent or well thought out, must be approved by a 


Congress which can disapprove or alter budget proposals as it sees fit. It has been 


estimated that 16 House and 19 Senate committees and an even larger number of 


subcommnuttees have an interest in either defense or (broadly defined) national security 


policv development and implementation [Ref. 57, p. 34]. Each of these committees are 


composed of legislators with constituencies to satisfy: 


In dealing with defense matters, Congressmen and Senators attempt to appeal to 
constituents in two contradictory wavs. On the one hand, lawmakers are 
understandably strong supporters of programs or installations that contribute to 
jobs in their states or districts. Thus, while they may rail about defense spending 
in general... legislators seldom oppose programs at home, no matter how 
wasteful thew imay be S| Nemes. p57 | 


That Service parochialism 1s less a cause of waste in the Defense Department 


than it is a convenient scapegoat for Congress, and that the Goldwater - Nichols Act 


would therefor be of limited utility in combating waste even if it did end Service rivalry, 


was noted in 1985 by Representative Ronald Dellums: 


B. 


... I find fault with the argument that this bill is meant to reduce the incident of 
redundant weapons systems which is supposed ... to have come from this 
interservice rivalry .... 1 submit that the ultimate responsibility for the massive 
duplications in weapons systems rests with the authorizing and appropriating 
committees of Congress .... Without our approval... the systems would never 
be funded, JCS rivalry notwithstanding. [Ref. 54, p. 35] 


JOINT DUTY ASSIGNMENTS AND THE JOINT STAFF 


A second area of major change mandated by the Goldwater - Nichols Act 


concerns joint duty assignments for military officers and the role of the Joint Staff. 


Congress perceived the system by which the Services (particularly the Navy) selected 
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and assigned officers to joint duty billets to be seriously flawed. Service tendencies to 
retain their best officers for duty within their own Services, the tendency to send only 
mediocre performers to joint assignments, are seen by Congress as largely to blame for 
the perceived mediocrity of Joint Staff products. This system has resulted in the 


creation of a Joint Staff, Congress argued. characterized by: 


. the inadequate quality of joint duty military personnel. While joint militarv 
organizations have the most important planning and operational responsibilities, 
nulitary officers perceive substantial disincentives to serving in such assignments 
outside their service. In addition. the Department of Defense has given 
insignificant attention to developing officers with joint duty skills. For the most 
part. imulitary officers do not want to be assigned to joint duty; are pressured or 
monitored for lovalty by their services while serving in joint assignments: are not 
prepared either by education or experience to perform their joint duties; and 
serve for only a relatively short period once they have learned their jobs. This is 
an intolerable situation. [Ref. 56, p. $5464] 


To correct these perceived deficiencies, Congress has incorporated into the 
Golwater - Nichols Act the provision that “an officer may not be selected for 
promotion to the grade of brigadier general or rear admiral (lower half) unless the 
officer has served in a joint duty assignment” [Ref. 2, sec. 404]. The Secretary of 
Defense must designate which officer billets qualify as joint duty assignments, and the 
assignment of an officer to a joint duty billet must be for a term of “not less than three 
and one half vears” (unless specifically waived) (Ref. 2, sec. 664]. The Defense Secretary 
must also monitor the promotion of officers having served in joint duty assignments to 
ensure that selection boards “give appropriate consideration to the performance of 
officers in joint duty assignments” (presumably to prevent retaliation by the Services 
against those who fail to exhibit proper Service lovalty) [Ref. 2, sec. 402]. 

Further provisions of the Act change the role of the Joint Staff itself. Instead of 
working for the Joint Chiefs of Staff as a corporate body, the Joint Staff is now to 
work solely for the Chairman; the Secretary of Defense must ensure that the Joint Staff 
is “independently organized and operated” [Ref. 2, sec. 155(d)]. Rather than being tied 
to the Joint Chiefs as a whole (the independent, “parochial” members of which could 
presumably exert undue influence over subordinates), the Act carefully stipulates that 
“the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff manages the Joint Staff and the Director of 
the Joint Staff. The Joint Staff shall perform such duties as the Chairinan prescribes 
and shall perform such duties under such procedures as the Chairman directs” (Ref. 2. 


secuuulSsaic}|: 
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If, indeed, the perceived deficiencies of jointly produced staff products are the 
result of Service reluctance to assign the best officers to joint duty (a charge to which 
the Navy in particular is generally regarded as guilty), then the provisions of the 1986 
Act should generally prove successful. The major problem will be one of 
implementation. Care must be exercised to ensure that only truly meaningful 
assignments are designated as satisfving the joint duty requirement (a Marine officer 
assigned as transportation officer on an Air Force base. for example, would hardly gain 
much experience in joint operations), and disparities in the career paths of officers in 
the various Services will have to be resolved (the Navy career path offers fewer 
opportunities for long staff tours than do those of the other Services). 

If, however, Congress expects the Goldwater - Nichols Act to eliminate what it 
perceives as parochialism and inter-Service rivalry, it is likely to be disappointed. The 
problem lies in the nature of what Congress perceives as parochialism: it is less the 
, result of a motivation to protect Service interests at all costs than it is the result of an 
appreciation by an officer of his Service’s capabilities and value to the nation’s defense. 
Such values are the result of the same socialization process that affects the individuals 
of any closely-knit organization, and those values are unlikely to be abandoned simplv 
because an officer on the Joint Staff happens to work for the Chairman rather than the 
JCS as a corporate body. As with the provisions affecting the Unified and Specified 
commanders, then, the effectiveness of the provisions of the 1986 Act that apply to 
joint duty assignments and the Joint Staff in ending inter-Service rivalry are likely to be 
mixed. The mandated changes are useful in that they will likely give officers an 
appreciation for the problems and capabilities of other Services. Whether this will 
result in the hoped for compartmentalization of “service interests’ and “national 
interests” in the minds of officers taught to believe that the two are the same (or at 


least compatible), however, is at best doubtful. 


C. THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

Among the most highlv publicized, and certainly the most controversial of the 
changes in the defense organizational structure mandated by the Goldwater - Nichols 
Act are those which affect the roles and authority of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Act 
designates the Chairman of the JCS as the “principal militarv advisor to the President, 
the National Security Council, and the Secretary of Defense” [Ref. 2, sec. 151]. Though 


he must still consult with other JCS members before rendering his advice, the 


Chairman 1s to take measures to ensure that “the presentation of his own advice to the 
President, the National Securitv Council. or the Secretary of Defense is not undult 
Jelaved by reason of the submission of the individual advice or opinion of another 
member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff [Ref. 2, sec. 154(1)]. The Chairman is to control 
the agenda of the meetings of the JCS and direct the Joint Staff: other JCS members 
may submit agenda items for consideration, but the Chairman need only include them 
as he sees appropriate [Ref. 2, sec. 151(2)]. Further, it is up to the Chairman to 
“determune when issues under consideration by the Joint Chiefs of Staff shall be 
decided” [Ref 2, sec. 152(2\(c)]. While the Chairman “may not exercise nulitary 
conunand over the Joint Chiefs of Staff or any of the Armed Forces” [Ref. 2, sec. 
Lo1(2\(c)]. he is to advise the Defense Secretary on “critical deficiencies” in the Armed 
Forces, and “the extent to which the program reconimendations and budget proposals 
of the military departments and other components of the Department of Defense for a 
fiscal year conform with the priorities established in strategic plans and with the 
priorities established for the requirements of the unified and specified combatant 
commands” [Ref. 2, sec. 153(a)(4)(b)]. The Chairman shal! submit “alternative program 
recommendations and budget proposals” as he deems necessarv [Ref. 2, sec. 153(a)], 


and shall everv three vears “submit to the Secretarv of 


submit to the Secretary of Defense a report containing such 
recommendations for changes in the assignment of functions (or roles and 
mussions) to the armed forces as the Chairman considers necessarv to achieve 
maximum effectiveness of the armed forces. [Ref. 2, sec. 153(b)] 


To assist the Chairman in his duties, the Act created the post of Vice Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to rank second (behind the Chairman) in the armed forces 
and whose duties include chairing meetings of the JCS in the Chairman's absence [Ref. 
2,.see. 1544}. 

Congress considered the provisions affecting the role of the JCS Chairman to be 
the most important of those in the bill. Indeed, until 1986 the Defense Reorganization 
Act was Known as the Joint Chiefs of Staff Reorganization Act. The intent of Congress 
was to end the Service rivalries that were perceived as diluting the quality of the 
military advice to the President by giving the JCS Chairman an independent voice, the 


effective power to overrule the opinions of the parochial Service Chiefs: 


The fundamental purpose of this bill is to refine the role of the chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. The bill would enable the chairman .. . to transcend the 
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service-orientation of the respective service chiefs to provide clear-cut, objective 
military advice to the national command authorities. [Ref. 54, p. 2] 


The effect of these changes in the JCS Chairman’s role have been widely debated, 
both in Congressional hearings and in academic circles. As noted earlier, Navy 
Secretary Leliman testified before Congress that the provisions of the Act were a 
dangerous step toward the usurpation of civilian authoritv (Ref. 3]. Arguing that “at 
the heart of the matter is the danger of inordinate military control over the defense 
establishment and the inherent weakening of civilian controls” (Ref. 59. p. ii], members 
of the Hudson Institute posited that the Act would actually increase rather than 


eliminate parochialism and Service rivalry: 


This... 1s based upon the clear historical fact that whenever the single Chief of 
Staff svstem has existed it has intensified rather than reduced interservice conflict. 
The only aspect of controversy which would be reduced ts the amount of 
information which the civilian superiors Would obtain regarding the differences of 
opinion, and the degree to which the public and the press would be aware of the 
differing opinions on which the survival of the nation might well depend... the 
services would Well recognize the life-and-death nature of such a struggle as far as 
their assistance and contribution to national security would be involved. [Ref. 
oon) 


Despite the impassioned pleas of both proponents and critics, the effects of the 

1986 Act are not likely to be nearly so dramatic as either suggest. The likelihood of a 
strong-willed JCS Chairman running roughshod over the Defense Establishment ts as 
negligible as is the fulfillment of the hope that inter-Service rivalry will be eliminated; 
neither is likelv because of safeguards built into the Act as the result of legislative 
compromise. If a JCS Chairman were not restrained from disregarding JCS advise by 
the historical lessons of the McNamara era, he would certainly be constrained by 
* provisions of the Act that require him to “consult and seek the advice of the other 
members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff’ and “inform the President, the National Security 
Council, or the Secretary of Defense, as the case may be, of the range of military 
advice and opinion” [Ref. 2, sec. 151]. Critics may charge that this provision applies 
only when the Chairman “considers appropriate” (Ref. 2, sec. I51(c)], but there are 
other safeguards built into the Act as well. When requested, the members of the JCS 
mav provide advice “individually or collectively” on any particular issue [Ref. 2, 
sec.151(c)]. Further, “after first informing the Secretary of Defense, a member of the 


Joint Chiefs of Staff may make sucl recommendations to Congress relating to the 
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Department of Defense as he considers appropriate” [Ref. 2, sec. 151(f]. It is difficult 
to believe that a Service Chief would not invoke this provision if he seriously felt that 
interests vital to his Service were threatened by a domincering JCS Chairman. With 
this provision, Congress has in effect retained its role as the budgetary court of final 
appeal. 

The net effect of the Goldwater - Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization 
Act of 1986 will likely to be to increase efficiency and improve coordination in some 
areas of the defense establishment. It does not, however, contain provisions for the 
fundamental changes to the defense organizational structure that would be necessarv to 
end forever the Service disagreements over policy that are perceived by Congress as 
inter-Service rivalry. While the bill legislates authority, it will not legislate cooperation. 


As observed by Representative Samucl Stratton: 


We make a serious mistake if we think Congress bv legislation can stifle the 
interplay of ideas in our nulitarv establishment. In fact, if that is really our plan, 
we will be going down the read to disaster. 


\fiyv second concern is that if We are indeed trying to move in the direction of a 
single chief of staff, it amazes me what insignificant proposals this bill mandates 
in order to bring about this supposedly dramatic change. They are two. 


Number One. It provides the chairman a deputy. Big deal! How giving him an 
AA adds anything that will revolutionize our military capabilitv I am unable to 
discern. 


Secondly, the bill makes the chairman the boss of the JCS staff, which currently 
amounts to some 300 or 400 souls. Nothing very revolutionary there either... 
No one becomes more Wise or innovative by putting additional stars on lis 
shoulders. Nor does being designated as Principal Military Advisor to the 
President improve the quality of his advice. 


Alter all, no single man is intelligent enough to do this job all by himself. [Ref 
$4, pp. 30-33] 
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VII. CONCLUSION 


The Goldwater - Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986 
@» stands as the latest in a series of Congressional attempts to provide, through 
» legislation, for a defense organizauonal structure that would inake the national defense 
planning process more efficient and end perceived inter-Service rivalry, while retaining 
“ tthe Service autonomy that is recognized as essential to the fostering of Service morale, 
espirit de corps and the development of policy alternatives. In effect, it is the latest in a 
series of attempts to legislate Service cooperation. Ilaving attempted structural reform 
of the defense establishment in 1949 and functional reforms in 1958, and having found 
both wanting, the Congress in 1986 legislated a combination of structural and 
functional reforms of the Joint Chiefs of Staff organization designed to end Service 
bickering over budget allocations and Service roles and missions. The Goldwater - 
Nichols Act is yet another attempt to forge an organizational link between the process 
of defense policy formulation and the widely held belief that “1f our defense program is 
to achieve maximum effectiveness, it must be genuinely unified” [Ref. 60, p. 2]. 

[f historv serves as a useful guide, however, the 1986 Defense Reorganization Act 
will be no more successful in ending the policy disagreements that are perceived as 
inter-Service rivalry than were previous attempts to legislate cooperation in 1949, 1953, 
and 1958. The Act may serve to increase the inputs of the Unified and Specified 
commanders into the defense budgetary process, and the designation of the JCS 
Chairman as the Principal Military Advisor to the President may well decrease the 
public’s awareness of basic Service disagreements over policy. The 1986 Act, however, 
will be no more successful in ending Service rivalry and competition than Were previous 
attempts to amend the 1947 National Security Act because the 1947 Act was itself the 
result of a compromise between two conflicting views over how basic defense policy 
should be formulated. In its periodic attempts to revise the 1947 Act, Congress has 


been faced with a dilemna: 


‘A basic theme of defense reorganization efforts since World War II has been to 
preserve the valuable aspects of our traditional service framework while 
nonetheless achieving the united effort that is indispensable for our nation’s 
security. President Eisenhower counseled that separate “service responsibilities 
and activities must alwavs be only the branches, not the central trunk of the 
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national security tree.” Unified effort is not only a prerequisite for successful 
command of military operarions during wartime, today, it is also a prerequisite 
for strategic planning and for the effective direction of our defense program in 
peacetime. The organization of our service military leadership must facilitate this 
unified effort. The highest qualified military advice must be available to the 
President and the Secretary of Defense on a continuing basis. This must include a 
clear, single integrated nulitarv point of view. Yet, at the same time, it must not 
exclude well-reasoned alternatives. [Ref. 60, p. 3] 


That these two goals - the development of a “single, integrated military point of 
view” and the fostering of “well-reasoned alternatives” - may well be structurally 
incompatible in the defense organization of a society as large, diverse and pluralistic as 
the United States is a point not often addressed by defense critics. The nurturing of a 
sigle military viewpoint is best served by the traditional Army concept of “top-down” 
policy formulation through outright military unification. The fostering of alternatives is 
best served by the concept of “bottom-up” policy development through compromise 
between autonomous Services. the concept favored by the Navy. Rather than resolving 
these fundamentally incompatible philosophies, however, Congress in 1947 attempted 


i accomodate both: 


At the close of the Second World War, President Truman and General Marshall 
wanted a trulv unified Armed Forces under a new Department of Detense. But 
resistance, particularly by the Navy, led to compromises. Many of the structural 
laws ... todav in the Joint Chiefs of Staff svstem came about as the result of 
these compromises made back in 1947 which had the effect of preserving 
autonomy for the individual services. [Ref. 61, p. 47] 


The failure of Congress to structurally resolve in 1947 the fundamental 
incompatibility between a philosophy centered upon Service autonomy and one based 
upon the concept of unification, and the subsequent failure of Congress to address the 
issue in each of the amendments to the 1947 National Security Act, is the direct cause 
of the “waste” and “inefficiency” that Congress perceives as being caused by the 
rampant “Service parochialism” and “inter-Service rivalry” within the defense 
establishment. The continual Congressional drives to end the alleged waste of resources 
caused by Service competition, however, the seemingly endless examples of inefficiency 
within the defense establishment that are cited in Congressional hearings as being the 
direct result of Service rivalry, obscure what is perhaps the most important and 


fundamental question of all: what does the nation expect of its defense establishment? 
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o If, indeed, efficiency in the allocation of resources is the goal to be set for the 
Department of Defense, then it can be easily achieved through the creation of a general 
staff svstem composed of an independent cadre of career nulitary officers. Such a group 
of separately trained officers, organized under an independent promotion system, would 
easily be able to “rise above Service interests,” set unbiased nulitary goals and 
priorities, and tailor the defense budget to achieve the most efficient allocation of 
funds. The goal of the military, however, is not efficiency. In peacetime it is the 
development of plans and force structures designed to protect the nation and promote 
its interests throughout the entire spectrum of possible threats. In preparing for such a 
broad range of contingencies, efficiency and agreement are less important than is the 
development and pursuit of as many options as are possible. The uniformed nulitarv 
must be concerned with the development of the most effective response possible for 
every conceivable threat to the national interest; efficiency, while desirable, is not a 
primary goal but a secondary consideration. 

This, then, is the real danger of the call for military unification. By continually 
amending the 1947 National Security Act in an effort to centralize defense decision- 
making power and thereby increase efficiency, Congress runs the very real risk of 
| creating a military less interested in its primary goal, the nation’s security, than in the 
secondary goal of maintaining efficiency by stifling creativity, imagination, and the 
willingness to question the status quo. On the consequences of this type of “goal 


displacement,” sociologist Amitai Etzioni has written: 


It is important to note that while efficiency and effectiveness tend to go hand in 
hand, they not always do... over-concern with efficiency may limit the scope of 
activities for an organization, while effectiveness may require a large variety of 
activities .... Most organizations under pressure to be rational are eager to 
measure their efficiency. Curiously, the very effort - the desire to establish how 
we are doing and to find ways of improving if we are not doing as well as we 
ought to do - often has quite undesired effects from the point of view of the 
Organizational goals. Frequent measuring can distort the organizational efforts 
because, as a rule, some aspects of its output are more measurable than the 
others.... The distortion consequences of over-measuring are larger when it 1s 
impossible or impractical to quantify the more central, substantive output of an 
OFCATIZAlIONe Nel OD pe 


Goal displacement in industry can result in the loss of profits. For the military, 
it Can mean national embarrassment or defeat. As detailed by Colonel Henry Summers 


in his book On Strategy, it Was just such a displacement of organizational goals that 


led to the U.S. defeat in Vietnam, a situation where the military became so concerned 
with the efficiency of its tactics that it lost sight of the strategic reasons for being in 


Vietnam to begin with. Summers cites a telling conversation that took place in Hanoi 
in 1973: 


“You know you never defeated us on the battlefield,” said the American colonel. 
The North Vietnamese colonel pondered this remark a moment. “That may be 
so, he replied. “but it ts also irrelevant.” [Ref. 63, p. 21] 


In peacetime, the development of options and alternatives for dealing with the 
wide array of threats facing the U.S. in a complex world depends upon the open airing 
of disagreements between well-intentioned and honest men. In this, the current system 
of Service autonomy reflects the American political system of checks and balances that 


prevents the tyranny of a majority view from being imposed upon the ideological 


nunority. As described by James Madison in the tenth Federalist paper (“The Size and / 


Variety of the Union as a Check on Faction”): 


There are again two methods of removing the causes of faction: the one. by 
destroying the liberty which is essential to its existence; the other, by giving 
everyone the same opinions, the same passions, and the same interests.... The 
second expedient is as impracticable as the first would be unwise. As long as the 
reason of man continues fallible, and he is at liberty to exercise it, different 
Opinions will be formed... the protection of these faculties is the first object of 
government. [Ref. 64, p. 131] 


As in the governing of a diverse and pluralistic societv, the development of the 


variety of options so vital to the peacetime military strategic planning process depends 


upon an Organizational structure that mandates the consideration of the diverse and 


often conflicting viewpoints that arise from the protection of enlightened self-interests. P 


Because in 1986 the legislature again failed to resolve the structural incompatibilities 
institutionalized in the 1947 National Security Act, Congress will not with the 
Goldwater - Nichols Act of 1986 end Service rivalry and competition. The danger 1s 
that, someday, it might. 


63 


Dist OF epee eis 


l. Congressional Record, 99th Congress, November 20, 1985. 


2. Goldwater - Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986, Public Law 
99-433 (100 Stat. 992-1000), 99th Congress. 


3. U.S., Congress, Ilouse, Armed Services Committee, Reorganization Proposals for the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff - 1985, H.A.S.C. no. 99-10. 


4. Potter, E. B., Vinirz, United States Naval Institute Press, 1976. 


5. Ehot, G. F. “Our Armed Forces: Merger or Coordination?”, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 24 
no. 2, January 1946, pp. 262-276. 


6. “Battle of the Potomac”, Vewsweek, November 19, 1945, pp. 63-64. 


7. Krulak, V. H., Organization for National Security, United States Strategic Institute, 
1983. 


8. Rearden, S. L., History of the Office of the Secretary of Defense Vol. I: The 
Formative Years, Office of the Secretary of Defense, U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1984. 


9. Davis, V. E., Development of the JCS Committee Structure (Volume II of The 
History of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in World War II), Historical Division, Joint 
Secretariat of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 1972. 


LO. Riddle, D. H., The Truman Commitree, Rutgers University Press, 1964. 
11. Krulak, V. H., Firse to Fight, Umited States Naval Institute Press, 1984. 


[2. Schnabel, J. F., The Joint Chiefs of Staff and National Policy 1945-1947 (Volume | 
of The History of the Joint Chiefs of Staff ), Historical Division, Joint Secretariat of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, 1979. 


13. Eberstadt, F., Report on the Unification of the War and Navy Departments to the 
Senate Committee on Naval Affairs, 79th Congress, 1945. 


14. The National Security Act of 1947, Public Law 253 (61 Stat. 758). 


15. Coudit, K. W., The Joint Chiefs of Staff and National Policy 1947-1949 (Volume II 
of The History of the Joint Chiefs of Staff), Historical Division, Joint Secretariat of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, 1978. 


16. First Report of the Secretary of Defense, U.S. Government Printing Office, 1948. 
17. National Security Act Amendments of 1949, Public Law 216. 
18. Tavlor, M. D., The Uncertain Trumpet, Harper and Brothers, 1960. 


19. Ridgway, M. B. “My Battles In War and Peace”, Sarurday Evening Post, Vol. 228 
no. sOmianuary Ziel oo. 


20. Roherty, J., Decisions of Robert S. McNamara, University of Miami Press, 1970. 


64 


el. National Security Act Amendments of 1953, Reorganization Plan no. 6 of 1953, 
(S3rd Congress, 61 stat. 505). 


22. Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1958, Public Law 85-599 (85th 
Congress). 


23. fcNamara, R. S., “McNamara Defines His Job”, The New York Times iagazine, 
April 26, 1964. 

et. McNamara, R. S., The Essence of Security: Reflections in Office, Harper and Row, 
1968. 

23. Palmer, G., The McNamara Strategy and the Vietnam War, Greenwood Press, 
1978. 

-6. Mosher, F., Program Budgeting: Theory and Practice, Stratford Press, 1954. 

27. Hitch, C. J.. and McKean, R. N., The Economics of Defense in the Nuclear Age, 
Harvard University Press, 1960. 

28. Olvey. L., Golden, J., and Kelly, R., The Economics of National Security, Avery 
Publishing Co., 1984. 


-9. Enthoven, A. C., “Choosing Strategies and Selecting Weapons Systems,” United 
States Naval Institute Proceedings, January, 1964, pp. 151-158. 


39. Hitch, C. J., Decision Making for Defense, University of California Press, 1965. 
31. Art. R. J., The TEX Decision: MfcNamara and the Military, Little, Brown and Co., 
6S. 


32. U.S.. Congress, Senate, Commuttee on Government Operations, The TFX: Report 
of the Committee on Government Operations, Report no. 91-1496, 91st Congress, 
Wecemuecr 15. 1970. 


33. Smuth, R. A., “The $7 - Billion Contract That Broke the Rules”, Fortune, Vol. 
LXNVIE no. 3, March 1963, pp. 96-102. 


34. Ginsburgh, R. N., “The Challenge to Military Professionalism”, Foreign Affairs, 
Vol. 42 no. 2, January 1964, pp. 255-268. 


35. Rockefeller Committee on Defense Reorganization, appendix to The National 
Security Act of 1947, U.S. Government Printing Office, 1954. 


36. Proceedings, “Conference on the Defense Planning, Programming and Budgeting 
System (PPBS): Past, Present and Future”, Center for Naval Analyses, 1983. 


37. “Budget Increases Reflect ‘A Major Change in Naval Strategy’”, Sea Power, April 
MP L.pp 13222. 

38. “The Maritime Strategy”, supplement to United States Naval Institute Proceedings, 
January 1986. 

39. “Individual Human Beings and the Responsibilities of Leadership: A Valedictory 
[Interview with Navy Secretary John F. Lehman, Jr.”, Sea Power, April 1987, pp. 81-96. 
40. Nimitz, Fleet Admiral C., “The Nimitz Report”, Brassey’s Naval Annual 1948, EI. G. 
Thursfield, ed.. MacMillan Co., 1948. 


41. Turner, Admiral S., “The Naval Balance: Not Just a Numbers Game”. Foreign 
Affairs, Vol. 55 no. 2, January 1977, 


42. U.S., Congress, Armed Services Committee, The CVA-70 Aircraft Carrier, Hearings 
before the Joint Armed Services Committee, held pursuant to Public Law 91-121 Section 
402 (a), 91st Congress. 


43. Ackley, R. T., “National Defense at Sea”, The Yankee Mariner ans Sea Power, 
proceedings of a 1981 conference sponsored bv the Center for the Study of the 
American Experience, Annenberg School of Communications, University of Southern 
Cailliioremiar 


44, Hayward, Admiral T. B., “The Future of US Sea Power, Umied Sigiesmvara 
Institute Proceedings, May 1979, pp. 66-71. 


45. Pendley, Rear Admiral W., “Response to Questions”, United States Naval Institute 
Proceedings, June 1986, pp. 84-89. 


46. “Laurels, Accomplishments, and Violent Peace”, interview with Admiral James 
Watkins, Sea Power, April 1986, pp. 6-20. 


47. U.S., Congress, House, Armed Services Committee, The 600 - Ship Navy and the 
Maritime Strategy, Hearings before the Seapower and Strategic and Critical Materials 
Subcommittee of the House Armed Services Committee, (H.A.S.C. 99-33), 99th 
Congress. 


48. Harned, Major G. M., “The Maritime Strategy”, United States Naval Institute 
Proceedings, February 1986, pp. 27-28. 


49. Beatty, J.. “In Harm’s Way”, The Atlantic Monthly, Vol. 259 no. 5, May 1987, pp. 
3-5 

50. Gray, C., “Maritime Strategy’, United States Naval Institute Proceedings, Februarv 
1986, pp. 34-42. 


51. U.S., Congress, Senate, Defense Organization: The Need for Change, Staff Report to 
the Senate Armed Services Committee, 99th Congress. 


52. U.S., Congress, House, National Security Organization: Letter from the Chairman, 
Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of Government: Transmitting to the 
Congress a Study Prepared for the Commission's Consideration on the National Security 
Organization in the Federal Government, House Document no. 86, 81st Congress. 


53. U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Armed Services, An Act to Promote the 
National Defense by Providing for Reorganization of the Department of Defense, and for 
Other Purposes, Hearings before the Senate Committee on Armed Services, 85th 
Congress. 


54. U.S., Congress, House, Joint Chiefs of Staff Reorganization Act of 1985, Report 
from the House Committee on Armed Services to Accompany H.R. 3622, (Report 
99-375), 99th Compeeess: 


55. Congressional Record, 99th Congress, September 16, 1986. 
56. Congressional Record, 99th Congress, Mav 7, 1986. 


66 


57. Feld, W. J.. and Wilgen, J. K., Congress and the National Defense, Preager Press, 
1985. 


3§. Millet, A. R., and others, The Reorganization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff: A Critical 
Analysis, Institute for Foreign Policv Analysis, 1986. 

39. Commuttee on Civilian - Military Relationships, Analysis of Proposed Joint Chiefs of 
Stat} Reorganization, Hudson Institute, 1984. 

60. .fessage From the President of the United States Transmitting His Views on the 
Future Structure and Organization of Our Defense Establishment and the Legislative 
Steps That Snould be Taken to Implement Defense Reform, House Document 99-209, 
99th Congress, 1986. 

61. U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Armed Services, Reorganization Proposals for 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff: Report of the Investigations Subcommittee of the Committee on 
Armed Services, H.A.S.C. 98-8, 98th Congress. 

62. Etzioni, A., \Jodern Organizations, Prentice - Hall, 1964. 

63. Summers, H. G., On Strategy, Dell Books, 1984. 


64. Hamilton. A., and Madison, J., The Federalist, B. F. Wright, editor, Harvard 
University Press, 1961. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 


The following ts a listing of publications, not previously cited as references, that were 
useful in the preparation of this paper. 


A. BOOKS AND CONGRESSIONAL DOCUMENTS 
Air Power and Warfare: Proceedings of the 8th Military History Symposium, U.S. 


Government Printing Office, 1985 
Brodie. B., Serategy in the Missile Age, Princeton University Press, 1965. 
Fulbright, J. W., The Pentagon Propaganda Machine, Liveright, 1970. 


Furer, J. A.. ddmninistration of the Navy Department in World War II, Navy Historical 
Division, Department of the Navy, 1959. 


H{fammond, P. Y., Organizing for Defense: The American Military Establishment in the 
Twentieth Century, Princeton University Press, 1961. 


Johnson, P., \lodern Times, Harper and Row, 1983. 


Jordan, A. A., and Tavlor, W. J., American National Security: Policy and Process, Johns 
Hopkins University Press, 1981. 


Kaplan, F., The Wizards of Armageddon, Simon and Schuster, 1983. 


Keiser, G. W., The US Marine Corps_and Defense Unification 1944-47: The Politics of 
Survival, National Defense University Press, 1982. 


Planning U.S. Security, P. S. Kronenberg, editor, National Defense University, 1981. 
Record, J.. Revising U.S. Military Strategy, Pergammon - Brassev's, 1984. 


Systems Analysis and Policy Planning: Applications in Defense, WV. 1. Boucher and E. S. 
Quade, editors, American Elsevier, [968. 


Tavlor, M. D., Precarious Security, W. W. Norton, 1986. 


Report to_the President and the Secretary of Defense on the Department of Defense by 
the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel, | July 1970, U.S. Government Printing Office, 1970. 


tc States Navy in World War I, S. E. Smith, editor, Quill - William - Morrow, 
dO. 


U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Armed Services. Bill Nichols Department of 
Defense Reorganization Act of 1986, Report of the House Committee on Armed Services 
Pursuant to IR. 4370, (Report 99-700), 99th Congress, 1986 


U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Armed Services, Reorganization EMBO S for the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, Hearings Before the Investigations Subcommittee of the Committee 
on Armed Services, 97th Congress, 198 


U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Armed Services, Reorganization Proposals for the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, Hearings Before the Investigations Subcommittee of the Conunittee 
on Armed Services, 98th Congress, 1983. 


L.S., Congress, Senate. Committee on Government Operations, Adnunistration of 


Nauonal Security: Selected Papers es by the Subconunittee on National Security 
Staffing and Operations Pursuant to S. Res. 332, 87th Congress, 1962. 


68 


L.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Government Operations. Organizing for National 


Security: Staff Report to the Subcommittee on National Policy Machinery of the 
Commuttee on Government Operations, 87th Congress, 1961. : : 


B. PERIODICALS, REPORTS AND PAPERS 
Barrett, A. D., “Organization and JCS Refornr.” The Bureaucrat, Fall, 1983. 


Biadasz, F. E., “Defense Reorganization During thre Eisenhower Administration,” Ph.D. 
Dissertatron. Georgetown Lniversity, L96L. 


Dickson. B., “The JCS: Impressionistic Reform.” HFashingron Quarterly, Winter, 1983. 


ieee t.. the National Security Council Under Truman, Eisenhower. and 
Kennedy,” Political Science Quarterly, September, 1964. 


Friedberg, A. L.. .\ Ilistorv of U.S. Strategic ‘Doctrine’ - 1945 to 1980,” Journal of 
Strategic Studies, December, 1980. " 


Haass, R., “Congressional Power: Implications for American Security Policy,” Adelphi 
Paper number 753, International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1979. 


Piat@emmingi. T1., The Key West Kev. Foreign Policy, Winter, 1983. 
. The President and the Milrtary,” Foreign Affairs, January, 1972. 
Kiker, D., “The Education of Robert M[eNamara.” The Atlantic Monthly, March, 1967. 


emimano tio. Let's SLO? Trving to be Prussians: an Old Bad Idea Surfaces Again,” 
Heashington Post, June [0, 1984. 


Miurrav, W., “JCS Reform: A German Example?” Naval thar College Review, 
November - December, 1985. 


Nathan. J. A., “The Return of the Great White Fleet,” The Nation, March 5, 1983. 


Polomar, N., “600 Ships - Plus or Minus?” Umired States Naval Institute Proceedings, 
August. 1986. 


Powers. T.. “Choosing a Strategy for World War III,” The Atlantic, November, 1982. 


Rosen, S.. “Svstems Analysis and the Quest for Rational Defense,” Pudlic Interest, 
Sununer, 19841. 


Thomas, V. C.. “Logistics Become Legitimate: Interview with Vice Adm. Thomas J. 
Ilughes,’ Sea Power, May, 1986. 


Trager. F._N., “The National Security Act_of 1947: Its Thirtieth Anniversary,” Air 
University Review, November ' December, 1977. 


Wells. S. F., “The Origins of Massive Retaliation,” The Political Science Quarterly, 
Spring, 1981. 


Williams, J. A., “U.S. Navy Misstons and Foree Structure,” Armed Forces and Society, 
Summer, 1981. 


Ce E. M., “The Service Secretary: Has Hea Useful Role?” Foreign Affairs, April, 
1966. 


69 


tJ 


(2 


Can 


INITIA EBS TRS eae sei 


Nom Copies 
Defense Technical Information Center Z 


Cameron Station 
Alexandra, VA 22304-6145 


Library, Code 0142 e 
Naval Postgraduate School 
Monterey, CA 93943-5002 


Chief of Naval Operations, (OP-06B) l 
Department of the Navy 
Washington, D.C. 20350 


CDR James J. Tritten, USN, Code 56 | 
Department Chairman 

Department of National Security Affairs 

Naval Postgraduate School 

Monterey, CA 93943 


Deector Frank M. [etry @edersoin | 
Department of National Security Affairs 

Naval Postgraduate School 

Vfonterev, CA 93945 


Doctor Rovere» "Looney —— ode somx | 
Department of National Security Affairs 

Naval Postgraduate School 

Monterey, CA 93943 


CAPT James W. Mueller, USN, Code 38 | 
Curricular Officer 

National Security Affairs and Intelligence 

Naval Postgraduate School 

Monterey, CA 93943 


LigpManksisScetey, USN, e 
2048 Eastern Parkway 
Louisville, KY 40204 


70 











ID 


Tr T,IRp ARY 
Amr A NE SGEOOY, 





“etl caer int eae 


tate ae a - 7 
pare y ry re EES) ery Foe we ee 7 - 
bert ° thesS40827 


po) w 
a oe eT pee ad 
. SOE ae ahror anarenmeeed Ee aa 
See tr ey 

































x 
rw rrr) 
Pep eree VT tee 


The Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defe 
PO ate Spt Hem 


ee ATT 


ef 
Ten aoe a TAS 
Sry AP rea Sider Ce ea RT A a OY 3 2768 000 7863 
5 4 


wy ee Te) GO G-Gr57e BH eonen ? 
rebel cert rer Oe ees ee 








sae S02) 
Oe ee 






















ey ee] 
ea ee eee ee ee 











Pa rE ECE SRP EE EE RR ERE DUDLE 
Meee yea eee tar atta ts Y KNOX LIBRARY 


Petry py Te oan eae 





Fe @ Bi OH 1m 


pearenatr: IF) ee Br CO ) A 
ae ape v Ci fee ae) 





os 
2 Rhee dene Scie .F 

on 8 afaene 6% Seah ort 
eee Lk ad ale es 34 Petty Al 






























































































































































































































































































Te eee tated 
Ne eld PY, agnepebaied Ont orgs @ 
aR PAS anne we denny ty pry eee rye ery Bae pepe fre Te aah Mee 
agent eee) =e Pyrenees eel PY Se) toads »*? Le | 
me saasiltanatagitiiaag nena arr ee TE ee eT eer aA rae 
em neni pO tl arte peer ner tr ry ee A 
pr hn babe wr shed 0 ot .bat0e.® Pa ee teanee 
pep ps OT OL ht peal Levede seers hil error ee ’ , P F 
Sp PP ae i PAP Oey eT TE OPV CVI Ty h Pre Pye dl td aad Ph ’ 
I ee pe peed rE ne! Oy eT ee peer ae i Et re or ee ee O 
| adi tetra Com ME nd on nt? Get *otetst B62 O° * one aet*a 8 Oe rh oO. td 8 ry . . 
ne eT TY - upnanitiga reeled rw) Cer et | es Ye Jat Je ’ LW 
a es es ed re tad oOotee Co oe id a i ee an eh L Ld 
ee Tad ee) ry i on PY) ee Ce ee H . 6 a i ® 
OP TERE Se , Py oe 2) ee) oy AA4O00@y "8 Oe r ry . ra) Py 5 a oo 
SOOO LL ap erene rp bale nth. wl i ee ee er) ed a Ce fe i did bd ee 
vob © cd asdad.acano Dee? Fitts: ps brprt Pr pe kc lie ee a Pr ee ee” | .* es 
TT. ame Pre Peet Lo ee held Ch dee Po a fr e a ad oo 
a re ee ene aanra anenrarg af 0 48 FFs OY iis alot alll cad) ‘ (ee mee ss . ote 
Cad ey T yt hctked ahaha rT die Pre ee . ° Par Siem O A ° 
raining er ee OE  arprerrry Peay pyre eT alee ders ’ a) nd 
pe II Oe OO eh ee Pe tery PPP a eae we o Li oy ae vr e Pd C be i Boe 
eT oe pre Te ad Pp Oy en ad lee a PT de at Pn a i Ce O . . 8 
OS LES OT TO OL Ls Be Prt ed bree Oe ee , @ragety or” & pre eet Tee oe? oe ° 
Peat apa rire ene Se Eger eee eer eT er re ed py ee ene OTe iad eat . . . 
tO Oe OY  oepuety a gery Pe etd” 2 ee Pr Ose @atads Ce oe ec ee * oT 7 Pa) ry . 
prac ah peng Pe Pr area ae Pe y yy ee ee eee ded PPS re et ee . eee ® 8 . 
en dese let eA okt eb SE End oe Oo AA Oe 2) es hd A fesse ew of ee Fe U ‘ ra fee 08 a) 
Re ee Te cathe dineiaattll ee patedeials aaa Ur ee hl ds PP Oy Be ee eh Oo on aa) a . a 
Fee yh amainantan- eae Pep ge eee ogee ternal ore PROD O08 0-8 0-0-9 iP) we CP ee i ® s@ . . a) ad ® . r . Pr ee 
fad pgerepntr ep OPI ON eater reor Ee eT Pr a ee ee eT ded od os WT 8 Ae) @. , LU . D S Par r ° 
Soro eee rr a eo aioe Perr ee Pe a ee 7 Th ad Pe 2.) ee Se el oe D Peet) ° i Ey 8 
ee oe aheahapaandare pee Te ead PO er de Pererey Titi hd las Pred | Pee er oe eee U i . r ° D ’ . ® 
at alt ald peg pr PO Ie nt ee edied- det Pe Pre dl Rad PPT Le ed a A ae re an . * 8 oO U 
Col aE TT ee ae) ad te) POT RP abe ae easy arp e tF ed ° de b CL id i . ° 
PY TT adeteed = ee ep ce ei Ps A oe esebaye dors owe a ee ee Per iY ry of ry Pa) 
bab fOr OE ed paseree erry parm ry ow rr To ed Meee ee ed Ces oa? rr cd 
EO OO dete Pre ed Peed 0 66 Beh 04 HOF Te Ltd iad ae ae er eC ee 62 @ 010.8 oF ry 1 
GOO Ld amb i A sd Be OF oO Belcen sae ot Peer Thee Pe ee Prey et 2 ee e ris ee Cor) 
Pao 9 OO eT ecemngaorryeypeyant Pe ed re el LY Redd WP ee 4 . 6 
Llane OT leer were nw B Orr i fot Lead Ul ee , 
ot ir OO arene ork ioagll ee Pore tee Oe a ret ® 
ey ated eT ee ee edmpionemd insane rat rr) Oey ee ed ry ee rs . 
! DebeewPorate DaPgsweP HP e0 ain ere PTT OW Pl ed ole ei Peer dd ee Pe ee ee ee) 
Ne Lael parr ee a ee We) 2 ld 2 Perr rir te ee bd PWT tt re eed : Cat Parr eh! as se . 
ee eked PP ed Pr aed Pr ye ae Pr ee Set FG Pe Pe eee aes oy ee a) Par) 
Tk aaa ee ee POT ted ea dadahetalond 7 ye Se ee ee . se8 
occa aeases Prd , Piri ee ed a ee ak O Pen ee D pie 
pe eT ihe wy eT ee Pl ead Fee i sof Pa 
Ry Oy eae a pe ee) ee od ed) en ee eel Pr a ae ee nd ci co r ° 
ey Poel panei G6 ete eI el tienen or ay TTT ee a ‘ @ ans Pa 
ee I hentai PT Td hada Pe. Ale Pen on ad Oe dd , cd ‘ iO 
a odd ip teas er er bed eT ol) nd Cp ee eg fe Ca aad OD A 
ed PL Aa he hated Bab A BA) BAA Boe a Ore 60p8 Fe 020 0 a Ce Pe Paes Py P vey oa 
a aint TT ed eed ote ee ed PN et La PT) Tee abd bbored oe ee ed Pi Ot ela led ae) ee ee | . . ry * 
ee eal OT ott) had id atl Litsb mew Cer 20 0 w en des *aar-" UT " Cr Pe) D e Pe 
rr ee | pnbatveddaecadveaiil Ped ae PTT dL ead add c ' Pan eo) Phd a ee ot? se? ] D Cid 
er Te eet Py ee add deadeal TT Ti dahedabaseeehs AT te 2) We last a ee) ee) oT) i ry Pn ’ a 
a pe Tat hall Py nh deed 1 ae sb encee ss 00007 Ae id od y ene bet ee oe? ee OD 
PP andl Fe eT Te dad Oe Te OP el Por td : om id b Lf toed ® > oe a) . ® 
ra ee a = et ee Be ek i oe OT tena Per es oad e Pe ey) ee I od @*@ Po. ar et 2 oa) ° rf 
a eT Laingteabate ee eT tnd aaa ad fee BD. 0 bat Mo bal ree? ee te I od OP ee e se . Pt ry Pa ty oe 
re) ae eet a ot ey) ery La benednal Oe el od ee ye ee Ce Td 6 ran rd a ee ee ry a et r 5 e 
phatase sir Oe TOS ed eeaeatetaeathat ey pnp poe Ie EE ET aden Ty) A el LU Pn ed et e Py e Py r OD 
a _aea Cuaeed PP ened * eo@a as rt re | oe a a O ° . Ld Cd . ® 
ee ae ee wpeteatada Oana’ wag -faesea He oy] PY ee ed dd ey ee oof o 7? . 8 ar) 
ee 7 dad ee i Toews ot et 0-908 Pr ee el Pee ee ora D . o 
ee OTT peat e Pe Pree TT eles eer ft ae ed adel Pa eee , A Ara, 
ee ee a el ee sd peg TTT Ty edad Pe ee ed PY 1 dd tha S ® Pa r) @e . ® 
ee ed Pear et oe ST kd Pn ed Pe ee th OT Pd le fa . ‘ se D . bt) r ee 
Pe enh ad ahaa eww ere er Td Por dP Pe or Y Te ee bd oF . Cy ‘ e Ps . r ry 
a PD abun eee ee Nakano yout oe ed race te eee ee PP Sy re tt ee dd . . a a) r sor 
titel PP Pre tt re! erry ee Pre) Le dalied Pe ee ee yd Se ee ee Ae rf . a) a ’ 
eed, tee 5 ood are? eh 0@ dads yo Pe re Perri ore ee oe ee) ee a ar) rd Pe ey ee ee ’ ry Poe ie} i ? . 
-_ ee al e se Arse P Ce or rd eet ae PP ee a rd i a ee oe ee eee . . 4 Fy ry ‘ 
ee ne ah ees ee ry ee x, eer Tey a 5 .* oh Se Cer Le ae ae Fae J Py Ar ae ae a a) 7 
a ee ed Pe ee ee fo eer ee ra oy or s ee oe era wore a s a a I see A . n 
J pag PP rt PT ee Oe TD ah eee oy ee Ladd CL a ec me ees oto i) » 8 0 oD 
Av ta be “atm ae ie wee b> DO ied 0 tee gt #6 28 Hae cry er ed re ee es Peed a ee ee ee ee s. - 7 
ee eed PE oe lett, Cit 2 ed Perr ven ee 4s 7? Pe ee ee » eee 8 o . 
Fave dees 99 ore OT Nal "8 cin iC ee iC Adee er ee ke Parva | Ae et oa et Po rer 
Perr fr rs pe a eee Pe) rr a3 Ae CLI ey ee rk ee ar ee aa oe . 7 A Ps ' 
al Pee i Ppa) ee i od ae . Fo vee se * A see 8 ee a) , Pa ® r 
s.. Oey ee) ee ee aaa es oes Se ey fe ee Tr ed x ’ . S » webs on a) . aa) F . . 
PF Pn dd dined eo ae nt eed wae AP e Mh Oe wm te . a r) . a, 
SAeAPX4a de al el el os Pe ee kd ed Py 14 © 0 ¢@ oe ’ e8 Pa '. i) ® s. 
a Pe a he oe 5 Pe ed ene Pa o ® ‘ i 
rs ad ere sone LT Ce rs a ar PY pO . ® ‘ 
Pe Ld 5 a pe ot r ee es © ve see 76 é OD 
ob evel rer ee : . en eo ar) 
P ao a oe i Pat oe 4 hd * ar] oo? Py r 
a BF Wo” Geis] tatewws @ re Pa 5 ® U f 
Pdi ee ee er te ee a ats edwin osaedk * af « , Pa Py . or | 
ee ae ee TD dy Pe Te FP Cte, id A ae oe ere 8 . . i» 
CA ad Cd po ele eee ee rere e. Pr eee rd ° Pa eee) ry a id cd 
eed eo Bd Ode et.” Peer ree wee | Pi a r ee 0 oe Dp a 
en oa pe pred Per Sr en y Ce an te o» ee 
at) eee eee 73 I 2 = od on of 5 ’ a ree Pa a ee " 
a4 ae - Fey oD 1 led PP kd a) oe et ye ed . Par Pa ° f 
Yee. Ld st “a in awd oy re ated ois, soe : 3 
oe Po ee r fe I ee Or a as os 5 s eo e. 
. Fs Py ee ee ae ° OD »@ O ® 
r A . » . . ® 
® Cal . ta ' 
O . a) id Ly ry 
J . A ’ 
ro * ar) ‘ 
om ° oe” i 
a s iy 
ry id ad DO 
ee > bs D . 
. Py ¢ hI Co] Cs 
5 . t 
es Md ° . 7 
ss Ph a Ld 
J s L 
« LJ od 
” Cache nt ae f 
° Be » * r 
5 ’ a . 
1 ° Ps . ry 
= . C 
Tn Ld ‘ 
ry s 
. ¢ rd oy Ly 
od 
¢ é id J ’ 
. ry Ld . . Ud 
® » Ld . 
Es . id ’ oT 
o 
O 
< PY 
® s 
, P . 
. 
A 
ae 
3 r 
Ld 
2 oe 
Ld s 
r 
a D Md 
. + ry 
= od 
a es 7 - 
Cd ae To ap Senden henhe = e e PF F) . 5 
— poe Ee Be tie Sere sa o z a Md sf 
Be Tethedh Se th hee ee " e Py e Ss Pr ® 
ttt -2 i ow » DO 
ke a) 8 
some ° ® Ps 
tee to Dy i teed 
ee > r) fi 4 Pe 
Ph ted 7 * s * 
St tet d = Se se ry Py 
Oe de hee ue adel hth tiered Oe ) 6 *° rd i 2 ‘ 
3 CS Ce he Oa r r e . 
ed Cd ee Se Pa Cr Cd e of bs 
CN Ste beet died Ss he ed oo) ed tf ® ® 
wr Ce OW Mt i on Deh bee hed nk | na . s Pa . ] 1 
be banal iid NT Te al hi el. s an a) r * oe 
be ed ee Eee ee O e P O F] . ° 
ee he te id * “8 ® rT id = P a » rT 
Coy Leo Be “We ed La Le . 
2 See Le te hell dl atin ry r * e 
ad Se ee LLL febeten mde tied a. rt Cd 8 e Py e 
PTT ha dette eRe aeecesewe Swe ” hy Ps 
aT te bo Te fea tel ah diy ylindrt 7" rrr - PF Pri ae ; 
Sade atintdy-dtytli> tty) Ss Qomny > Soe rk eee Pee se oe? a 
NE eee Later tied Lard caper tninia Pe Lo Le ee Lead th Raat tetanic iatelind . = a a Pa “7 F 
a eo we wee 2 Le ee tae ee | cet ad Ae tarchentinclt Gay tate py ee pags e . } A P . ae 
en eee el te Mite So Neh iting be ee pied Tah rs i A e 
=f “220 5 & —- ee al OT ee ee oY Su orre la She : 5 ee ° i , 
‘ere, ew a ee Fo Mice Sahn teach dada Pe tT te) je Prt) 
ol = we as 1) Ce) aw a o eters Pa Fy nad 
oh = ee on ee bee Dy ee ee Tn he ie Th oe el ee be] ete ee e —" 8 1 
ete fie Magid oy SM eed ae e@eenV® . oe ee TY Bae a eee e rl 
nn at _pmapady-taltatiin ta giptinatiin Demet) en Date do Nii tay cotati he yale tl I il tn r fe ry 
ee @tor% © e@-eut> Vr @ eg e ser 8 ae Prd a Ps nr 
lly Paci ee Te an Se eds 7 e we = PP) PF 
. od . ce) Sn t r r 
w te i tl —=e*, 02 eOeSG* ea i r Py Par 
J ~ rd e¢@ 
mdetadientiast ee dd oI ’ u a rf] a co ) 
ane lithiated Bed es eed ere o¢@ ate ee | -~s sa f 5 
Se ee pede btn tithe Oy tne pt tie ati eee ie nespee |! Oe Ps ee a ® Py 
rer Te. cepa dp 24 a. Te ee al td ry) eve mar Py ry Ps Py te 
2 @ PO Oe eI linen he en ; yn) 7 @e.8 AY 
Tor Le te bh ot Seb. Sede teen ee . Cal ni F r 
— oy OC Pe et te . ry P Py e 8 
~« #'e wre a o % ca 
a Ld a e 
i | r) c 
ie td bs] i 
they 5 ae y PS 4 
bod ¥ ’ 
ee e 
° A Cy 
e re r 
a e ° 
® es Py Py 
. LY LT % 
: Aa t ] 8 % 
ow C 8 a 
ee @ Le 
6 6 e 6 
i e 8 ra 
« wr C3 ® 8 cs 8 ‘ | 
F i Yo ra c 
"Te od th 24 te Dh hee m2 p = PY] ee e 
Fy SFO SH CR HY SOY VF toy! emt e a) ¢ 
OY.) eee verre C= 2& 0@ Yee oe ° ¢ ® ’ 
penta 0k a i Oe ated yg “ee pe PY ’ —— ae PF 
patent PT oat de ek A fs r e Y ee 
a anid So dai deh le Bite hile del Cat) ah Be Clee s r A A Pi r 
Cee ee tl Lh doh the ee 7 e ew re 
CF Teese ry wy i Te te ee ° e 
wor pete F rer ey tL O H 
eal ety ae ee ee als . 4 e% 
ee, The ee 4 rs — @ ee e 
ee fa de te ee Y a At. oi =) b t : 
@ Gee moe ¢ FU -3" 7a Yio a e : 
weocdbe's Be) & He a tn & Pa 
Td ah lll a r e 8 
i v¥ 
$@ rd t] J 
Ly ’ , E a) 
aa) q ] i 
: | ia 7 *@ ia 
e e¢ 8 4 ¢ 
P F 
i) Se 
r F Py * 
e i | 6 ‘ 
a ee i 
td ¢@ yi td 
® ae) 8 
s he 9 
a & 
a t e 
LY 
7 Lf 


. ® ° 
OD 
. 
. 
Ca ¢ 
’ 
e* ® S 
OD , . 
. 
.? 
’ ’ ® 
8 . 
" . 
’ 
D * 
S Cn 
n , . 
. . 
OD 
. 
, 
. 
Y 
® 
® 
OD 
® . 
Oo 
. * 
po 
FS . 
o 
*. 
bd ° 
bd U 
Crd 
* r P} 
a) . td a 
Py . 
' 
O 
o 
] O 
. ' 
on ® ® . 
s bd ® 
. ° 
. 
OD 
® a 
r 
4 ve 
’ . 
. 
] f 
Fy . 
a) . 
. a O 
r) Pr A e-. 7? 
r * r 
i fo 
e . 
. 
oe nd iu 
i 7 
. 
. . ® ® 
» @ OD 
»° ® ’ 
[ r 
a ® Ld 
® 
' 
i] 
O . 8 ® 
. oy ‘ 2 
OD ’ 
ee O 
° @u to) 
o ‘ 
* Ack 
. Oo 
® 
. 1 . 
® 
® 
‘ 
7 ® 5 D 
. 
® 
DO p 
D 
. ® 
' 
' 
qos 1 
o 
ro 
. . i 
D 
pO 
. 
' 
® 
o 
. 
. 
OD 
. 
O 
. 
® 
a 
e 
OD 
Oo 
® s 
¢ 
8 
@ 


